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Two REMARKABLE CASEs OF MURDER, in each of which 
the defence set up was insanity, have, of course, given 
occasion to the doctors to reassert their favourite objec- 
tion to the legal doctrine as to the knowledge of right 
and wrong, with their usual misconception of what that 
doctrine really is, They assert, and assert truthfully, as 
for as our knowledge goes—at all events, we never venture 
to contradict them upon a subject on which they know 
more than we do—that the presence or absence of know- 
ledge of right and wrong is not a true test of insanity. 
Now, neither the law nor lawyers, except perhaps such 
of the latter as occasionally fall into the use of inaccurate 
language, ever assert that it does. The legal doctrine 
is simply that the insanity of a man who knows right 
from wrong ought not to protect him from punishment. 
The object of punishment is the prevention of crime, and 
not vengeance on a wrong-doer, and the effect of it upon 
others is what is aimed at, rather than the effect upon the 
criminal, It is not, therefore, the policy of the law to 
measure accurately degrees of moral guilt. Treating 
this as the object of punishment, the test applied by the 
law is a mere logical deduction from it. The time may 
come when a éifferent test would have an equal effect, 
but it has not come yet. 

The great danger to be avoided is that of allowing 
persons to be held irresponsible for acts simply on the 
ground of the atrocity or unreasonable wickedness of 
the acts. Once allow persons to be acquitted on the 
ground of insanity upon evidence based upon the im- 
probability of their committing the act unless insane ; 
then all an intending murderer has to do is to be sufli- 
ciently strange or savage. 





WE WERE SOMEWHAT surprised to find Mr. Trevelyan 
running a-muck at “law and justice,” as he lately did 
when feeding his constituents at Hawick ; because a 
speech of this kind is a mere bid for the cheapest and 
least nice kind of popularity, A joke about doctors 
killing or lawyers being knayes always brings down the 
gillery, So Mr. Trevelyan, who knows far better rhe- 
torical tricks than this, is found at Hawick declarir 
that “ under the heading of law and justice was gathere: 
together all the jobbery of the day” (he was not, it 
seems, speaking of Sir R. Collier's case, but genorally), 
and the reason was that “law was left in the hands of 
lawyers, who had no interest in making it inexpensive, 
and who took no pride in saving the national pocket.” 
It is unnecessary for us to point out that it is the 
highest interest ‘of the legal body to expedite and 
cheapen litigation, that through ‘the action of its 

atest members it is ever producing rules, bills, and 

cts to that end, and that all our modern reforms of 

Wand procedure have been carried by the efforts of 
awyers, It is as unnecessary to point out this as to 
Pout out that the speaker is incorrect in saying that 
every two or three years we have a complete revision of 
the ankruptey laws, or to point out that if a county 











court circuit is vacant, the interests of the public are 
better served by appointing the best man who will take 
the office than bestowing it in an eleemosynary manner 
upon some ex-official to save compensation. Judicial 
work might be got very much cheaper than it now is if 
judicial salaries were put up toa Dutch auction; but 
perhaps this economy would not be a wise economy. 
Probably Mr. Trevelyan knows all this as well as we 
do, but he preferred speaking to the gallery. We are 
sorry for it, because this sort of utterance, clap-trap by 
common consent though it be, does harm: it weakens 
that cause of law improvement which it affects to advo- 
cate ; and, God knows, the law wants improvement. 
Something might be done this session if an innings 
could be got, which last session could not. What 
a thing it would be if hon. gentlemen who con- 
sume precious time in agitations about the monarchy, 
the ouse of Lords, and _ such-like ulterior 
matters, would take a hint from the Legislature of St. 
Domingo, which, as we were recently informed by a 
daily contemporary, has resolved on abandoning for a 
time all movements towards altering its constitution, 
and devoting itself thoroughly to amending its laws on 
certain municipal and commercial matters. 





AFTER ALL, the testimony of the Polish lady said 
to have forgotten her native language, which before 
Christmas Lord Chief Justice Bovill refused to admit in 
the Tichborne case, has been let in this week, by 
some arrangement apparently between the ies. 
As a matter of principle, there can be no doubt but 
that the testimony tendered was not admissible (i.¢., must 
have been excluded if an objection had been pressed) ; 
and for the simple reason, that in order to render it 
evidence on the issue, the case of the individual must 
be shown to have been sufficiently similar to that of the 
plaintiff. In order to enable the jury to judge whether 
such evidence was or was not in pari materia, it would 
be necessary for them to be placed in full possession of 
the whole life, career, and surroundings of the individual 
tendered: which is absurd. 





AN APPLICATION WAS LATELY MADE to the Court 
of Queen’s Bench, on behalf of Mr. Edmunds, lately 
of the Patent Office, and who as accuser and accused 
has been for some time prominently before the public, 
for a mandamus to the sury to compel them to 
transmit the accounts of his office to the Comptroller- 
General to be audited. The Court held that they had 
no power to issue the mandamus (In re Edmunds, 20 
wh 206), nor indeed was there any ground for the ap- 


No precedent was produced for any such 
proceding ; for the only case cited was one of a totally 
different complexion, being an application to the Court 
of Exchequer to exercise their judicial power over the 


plication. 


comissioners appointed by 25 Geo. 3 ce. 52in sub- 
stitution for the auditors of the Prest, by varyi 
certain charges and subcharges made by them ; and 
that was decided was that the Court of Exchequer had 
originally a power over the auditors, and that they had 
then the same power over the commissioners under the 
statute. The only bearing of this decision would be to 
show, that the Court of Exchequer has the same 
powor over the audit department established by 29 
and 30 Vic. c, 39, notwithstanding the appeal to the 
Treasury given by s. 48 ofthat Act. Certainly there 
is nothing in that Act to warrant the assumption of a 
jurisdiction in the Queen's Bench over the Treasury, 
who are given a wide diseretion as te what accounts they 
shall transmit for audit (ss. 33, 44). 

Still, whether or not the Courts can take cognizance 
of individual cases, an accounting party hasa legit- 
mato grievance if he cannot obtain an audit af his ac- 
counts ; and on some ground of this nature the Court 
of Queen's Bench seemed disposed to favour the 4 on 
tion made by Mr, Edmunds. We may point out, how- 
ever, that the case seems an unfortunate one for diseus- 
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sion on thisprinciple, and forthis reason:—It seems that 
Mr. Edmunds’ accounts have been audited by arbitrators 
chosen by himself. who have made an award against him. 
Nor can he question this award, which is res judicata 
between himself and the Crown; what would the 
Court of Queen’s Bench say if in an ordinary civil 
matter, one party to an award the validity of which 
was not questioned, attempted to reopen the whole 
matter in dispute? : 

It remains to be seen whether Mr. Edmunds will 
follow the suggestion of Mr. Justice Blackburn by 
bringing before Parliament his grievance in not 
having his accounts audited at the right time by a 
public department, instead of being left to the arbitra- 
tors. 





HAS WITCHCRAFT REALLY CHASED? or, if it has, whose 
perversely ingenious sleight-of-hand is it that conjures 
alum into loaves of bread without the baker or the 
baker's men suspecting it? Wasita cunning rival in 
trade who contrived not merely to smuggle adulterated 
loaves among the honest ones upon his neighbour’s 
shelves, but even to procure that such pernicious pro- 
vender should be actually made upon his neighbour’s 
premises, and sold in his neighbour’s shop ; made too, 
not eyen by the hands of his neighbour's servants, 
but by some other person surreptitiously introduced 
upon the premises whilst the baker and his men slept? 
Or perhaps it was the miller or the flour merchant, 
whose fraud the inexperienced and unsuspecting 
baker was unable to detect? Some one of these 
methods we must suppose to have been practised in 
the late case of Core, appellant, vy. James, respondent 
(20 W.R. 201), where the justices found that the 
baker, who admitted bread adulterated with alum to 
have been made and sold upon his premises, had not, 
nor had his servant, in fact, any knowledge that alum 
had been used. 

The case had been sent back once to the justices that 
they might adda finding, whether the baker did in 
fact know; they strictly obeyed the direction by 
finding that he did not; but the question for the 
Court still stood—‘‘ whether proof of a guilty know- 
ledge by the defendant or his servant was required to 
establish the offence; or whether the appellant’s ad- 
mission that the bread so found to be adulterated was 
made and sold on his premises, would sustain the 
conviction?” The Court inferred from the form of the 
question, that the justices meant to negative the know- 
ledge of the man as well as of the master (an inference 
which if drawn earlier would have saved the trouble 
of remitting the case at all); and they held that with 
such a total absence of knowledge, neither could be said 
to use the pernicious ingredient within the meaning of 
the statute. It will be happy days for the bakers if 
they can always find justices who will not be satisfied 
that they know the nature of the common ingredients 
which they mix, unless some positive evidence is 
offered that they do. In the meantime the public, 
seeing what has happened, may reasonably be dis- 
quieted ; and may think their interests insufficiently 

rotected unless the onus of proving the absence of 

nowledge is thrown upon those who are so extremely 
likely to know. 


GIFTS TO CHILDREN AS A CLASS. 

With regard to this species of giftsit may be observed, 
first, that where no period of distribution is indicated, 
the class is ascertained at the death of the testator (//ill 
v. Chapman, 3 Bro, C. C. 390). and secondly, that where 
a period of distribution is indicated that is the time for 
ascertaining the class (Haggrr v. Payne, 23 Beav. 475, 
5 W. R. Ch. Dig. 112), whether the gift be preceded by 
a life interest or not. This rule may have a most in- 
equitable result where the gift is to the children, or to 
all the children of a living person who shall attain the 





age of twenty-one, or any other age, The class will } 








consist of the children living at the time when the first. 
child attained the age of twenty-one (including a 
child en ventre sa mere at the time. Wms. on 
Exors. 6th ed. vol. ii, p. 1015), thus necessarily 
excluding those born after that time (Allison v. Airey, 
1 Ves, Sen.111). The ruleis an old one, Lord Thur- 
low, in 1791, felt compelled to follow it (Andrews v. 
Partington, 3 Bro. C. C. 404), where he said that he had 
often wondered how it came to be so decided, there being 
no greater inconvenionce in the case of a bequest than 


in that of a marriage settlement, where nobody doubts. 
that the same expression includes every child. And in. 


Hoste v. Pratt (3 Ves. 730), where Lord Loughborough, 


as he had already done in Prescott v. Long (2 Ves. 690),. 
disapproved of, but submitted to, the rule, he said that. 


it was an extremely convenient construction, but that 


all convenient constructions are convenient only to the: 


parties who profit by them, not to the children who are 
excluded. It does at first sight seem unconscionable 
that under a bequest to all the children ofa living person: 
who shall attain the age of twenty-one, orasand when they 
shall respectively attain the age of twenty-one, or to be 
paid to them respectively at twenty-one, no child born 
after the first child attained the prescribed age should be 
entitled to a share; yet, according to Vice-Chancellor 
Malins in Gimbilett v. Purton (19 W. R. Ch. Dig. 124, 
L. R. 12 Eq. 427), experience shows the sound sense of 
the rule, because the object of the law is to make pro- 
perty vest as early as possible, so that the persons to- 
whom it is given may know what they have to expect, 
and make the fund available at the earliest period. 
Granted, however, that the object of the law, to make 
property vest as early as possible, is worthy of pursuit 
where it effectuates the general intention, as by defeating, 
the operation of the rule against perpetuities (Leake v.. 
Robinson, 2 Mer. 363), it may be doubted how far the 
favour shown by the Court to a vested construction ought. 
to be allowed to defeat the general intention, as it can- 
not but do whenever a child born after the period of 
distribution is excluded by the operation of the fore- 
going rule. 

It is not, however, our object to debate the pros and 
cons of a rule which is about as well settled as any rule 
in the books. “I have always taken the rule to be,” 
said the present Lord Chancellor in Gillman v. Daunt 
(3K. & J. 48), ‘that where a legacy is given to the 
children—or to all the children—of A., to be payable at 
the age of twenty-one, or to Z. for life, and after his de- 
cease to the children of A., to be payable at the age of 
twenty-one, and it happens that any child in the former 
case at the death of the testator, and in the latter case at 
the death of Z., has attained twenty-one, so that his or 
her share would be immediately payable, no after-born, 
child will take ; and for this reason, that the child who 
has attained the age of twenty-one cannot be kept wait- 
ing for his share, and if you have once paid it to him 
you cannot get it back.” 

Thus, in Ayton y. Ayton (1 Cox, 327) the gift was after 
the determination of a life interest to the children of A. 
by his wife Jane, to be equally divided amengst them, 
and Sir Lloyd Kenyon, M.R., held that the fund was. 
divisible amongst such of the children only as were in 
esse at the death of the tenant for life, following /ilison 
v. Airey (sup.) And in Gillman v. Daunt (sup.), 4 
striking instance of the injustice of the rule, the bequest 
was to J. D., a younger son of A. D., as soon as he 
should attain the age of twenty-one, but in case he should 
die before attaining that age, then to such of the other 
children of A. D. as should attain that age. J. D. 
having died in infancy, the Vice-Chancellor held that 
upon J. D.’s death the share of an elder child who had 
then attained the age of twenty-one, became immediately 
payable to him, and, as a necessary consequence, any 
after-born children were excluded, 

There are, however, a few cases in which, upon various 
grounds, it has been held that the class was not to be 
ascertained on the first of the class attaining twenty-one, 
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In Mainwaring v. Beevor (8 Ha. 44) there was a direc- 
tion to apply such part of the interest of the trust fund 
as the trustees might deem necessary, in the mainten- 
ance of the testator’s grandchildren until they severally 
attained twenty-one, and to accumulate the surplus ; 
and as soon as all such grandchildren should have at- 
tained twenty-one, to divide the fund among them ; and 
it was held, in consequence of the direction for main- 
tenance, that after-born children were entitled to share, 
Iredell v. Iredell (7 W. R. Ch. Dig. 96, 25 Beav. 
485) is a decision to the same effect. In Bateman v. 
Gray (16 W. R. 962, L. R.6 Eq. 215) the Master of the 
Rolls decided that the class of children to take was not 
ascertained when the eldest child attained twenty-one, 
in consequence of the gift ne followed by a power of 
advancement out ot the “ vested or presumptive share ” 
of any object of the gift. It will not be doubted that 
the intention of the testatrix was effectuated by these 
decisions, but in the late case of Gimblett v. Purton (sup.), 
where the will contained a power to apply the interest 
of the presumptive shares of the testatrix’s grandchil- 
dren during their respective minorities, towards their 
maintenance and education, his Honour disapproved of 
Jredell v. Iredell and Bateman v. Gray, adding that if 
the power of maintenance had extended beyond the time 
of the children attaining twenty-one, as in Bateman v. 
Gray, he should have declined to follow that case. It 
is a pity that a judge should go out of the way to throw 
doubton a case, and it probably will not beconsidered that 
the authority of Bateman v. Gray and Iredell v. Iredell, 
as exceptions to the general rule, is seriously shaken by 
the dictum of Vice-Chancellor Malins in Gimblett v. 
Purton, 

We have seen that the usual rule is that the line is 
drawn when theeldest child attainsthe prescribed age,and 
alter-born children are excluded. But how with regard 
to children who, though born before the eldest attained 
twenty-one, yet died under twenty-one, where the gift 
is not to the limited class of ‘“‘such as shall attain 
twenty-one,” but to the children “as they attain twenty- 
one,” or ‘to be paid at twenty-one”! A gift to the 
members of a class ‘‘ as,’’ ** when” or “if” they attain 
twenty-one, is plainly contingent ; but the Court, as we 
bave seen, leans in favour of vesting ; and where the 
gift is followed by a gift of the income in the meantime, 
that has the effect of vesting it. This was the principle 
recognised by Sir William Grant in Leake v. Robinson 
(sup.), and in Hanson v. Graham (6 Ves. 239), where 
the gift was to grandchildren as a class when 
they should attain twenty-one, with an intermediate 
gift of the whole income of the steck, and the gift was 
held to vest at the testator’s death. And a gift over in 
case the children shall die before attaining the prescribed 
age is equally a ground for holding that their interests 
vest at their respective births (Pearman v. Pearman, 33 
Beay. 894). 

In Locke vy. Lamb (15 W. R. 1010, L. R. 4 Eq. 372) 
where there was a bequest of a sum of stock to be di- 
vided, after the death of an annuitant, between all the 
children of A., as they should attain his or her age of 
twenty-one years, Vice-Chancellor Malins, in an 
tlaborate judgment, in the course of which he reviewed 
the principal authorities, held that the fund was to go 
to such of the children of A. as were living when the 
first attained twenty-one, and who had attained, or 
should attain, twenty-one—thus exciuding children 
who, though born before the eldest attained twenty-one, 
yet died under twenty-one. Here, be it observed, 
there was no gift of interest in the meanwhile, or 
direction to apply it for the benefit of the children. 

But although an intermediate gift of the entire in- 
come' for maintenance is a ground for treating the 
Principal gift as vested, yet this is not so where there is 
anallowanceformaintenance, or a power of maintenance 
outof the income. Tho distinction in this respect is 
extremely thin. Jn Pulsfordy., Hunter (3 Bro. C.C. 
416) followed in Re Ashmore’s Trusts (18 W.R.Ch. Dig. 





151, L.R. 9 Eq. 99) a testator gave the remainder of 
his property, “the interest to be applied for the us 
and education of my grandchildren till they arrive at 
the age of 21 years, and the principal to be then divi- 
ded amongst them ; ” and Lord Loughborough, think- 
ing that, however it might be where interest was 
given, yet that the giving maintenance was a different 
case, and was not equivalent to giving interest, held 
that the shares of such as did not arrive at 21 passed 
to the survivors. Soin Merry y. Hill (18 W. RB. Ch. 
Dig. 150, L. R. 8 Eq. 619) where a testator gave the 
residue of his property upon trust to assign to a 
class of children when they should attain 21, with a 
power of maintenance during minority, and during the 
suspense of absolute vesting, the residue of the income 
was to be accumulated for the benefit of the persons who 
should become entitled to the principal, Vice-Chancellor 
Malins held that no child who did not attain 21 took 
a vested interest. In Eccles y. Birkett, however (4 
De. G. & Sm. 105), a testator gave a sum to each of 


| his children who should be living at his death, as and 


when they should respectively attain 21, and declared 
that it should be lawful for his trustees to apply all or 
any part of the income for their benefit until they 
should respectively attain the prescribed age; and 
Vice-Chancellor Knight Bruce held that the legacy was 
vested at the death of the testator, proceeding, ac- 
cording to Vice-Chancellor Malins in Locke vy. Lamb 
(sup.) on the ground that interest was given for the 
benefit of the legatees, and, therefore, that although 
they might die under the prescribed age, the legacy 
would be vested. Zccles y. Birkett, however, can 
scarcely be relied on after Re Ashmore’s Trusts (sup.). 
The latest authority on the general question as to the 
period of vesting in the case of gifts to a class “as 
they shall attain 21,” is Locke v. Lamb (sup.) where 
the authorities are collected, followed by the Master 
of the Rolls very recently in Pridham vy. Massey 
(2 W. R. 196). 





WHO ARE “LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES ? ” 


Few questions have caused more diversity ef judicial 
opinion than this, or have led, by the different ways in 
which the answer has been given, to a greater variety 
of results as affecting the interests of suitors in our 
courts of construction. Abstractedly considered, there 
can be no doubt that the legal representatives of a de- 
ceased person are his executors or administrators (Co. 
Litt. 209a),—the persons in whom the estate a 
vests,—per Lord Alvanley in Bridge v. Abbott (3 Bro. 
C. C. 226). 

The reason why a different construction has been put 
on these words is found in a presumption which has 
been raised upon the circumstances under which, and 
the context in which, the terms are employed in wills 
and settlements, that it wonld be unreasonable and in- 
congruous to apply the primary and technical meaning 
to the words used. In a case where there was a bequest 
of a residue to certain persons, and if they should die in 
the lifetime of the testatrix, to their legal representatives, 
Lord Alvanley said there was another sense in which the 
words “legal representatives” might be understood, 
viz., the persons entitled beneficially to the property ; 
and he thought that he imputed a far more rational in- 
tention of the words by holding that the next of kin of 
the legatee were entitled under it, than either the 
executors or residuary legatee ; he so held in Bridge v. 
Abbott (udi sup.) The same judge afterwards held in 
another case, where there was a bequest of a residue to 
A. for life, and afterwards a bequest to B., or his proper 
representatives, in case he should not be living at the 
death of A. ; that the words had the effect of vesting the 
legacy of B., who died between the death of the testator 
and that of the tenant for life ; attributing, therefore, 
the primary meaning to the expression ( Cordyn v. Frenc’, 
4 Ves. 434). 
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It has been thought that something like a rule might 
be extracted from the cases to the effect, that where, in 
a will, there is a gift to take effect immediately after the 
decease of the testator, and a gift to representatives in 
nature of a substitution, the construction would gene- 
rally be that representatives should mean next of kin to 
the legatee, as being persons who from consanguinity to 
the person intended to be benefited, might naturally be 
designed as alternative beneficiaries by the testator, in 
case of the death of the original legatee in his lifetime; 
the intended legatee being unable to exercise any dis- 
posing power over the subject-matter of the bequest, 
which he would not even know of. But, on the other 
hand, where, in the dispositive scheme of the testator, 
a life estate or prior interest precedes the gift to the 
legatee, there the substitution of representatives, in case 
of the death of the legatee, may well be thought to im- 
port that the testator intended to indicate that the 





after attaining the age of twenty-one, as should die- 
without issue, her share to be paid to her ‘personal 
representative,” —he held that the interest of one of 
the daughters, who was in the last-mentioned category, 
vested in her husband who survived her, as her general 
administrator (Re Wyndham’s Trusts, 1 L. R. Eq. 290, 14- 
W.R. Ch. Dig. 146; see also Agar v. Parratt, 3 L. R. 
Eq. 328, 15 W. R. Ch. Dig. 161; Re Henderson, 28 
Beav. 656; Diron v. Divon, 24 Beay. 129, 6 W. R. 
Ch. Dig. 107 ; Re Turner, 13 W.R. 770). 

On the other hand, there is an exuberant crop of 
authorities between the cases of Bridge v. Abbott and 
King v. Cleaveland (ubi sup.), for giving the restrictive: 
construction of “next of kin” to the term “ representa- 
tives,’ with or without the qualifying adjuncts of 
‘‘Jegal ” or “ personal,” and on circumstances of varying 
import in the phraseology employed, as indicating an 
intention inconsistent with the words receiving the- 
primary and technical meaning of executors and ad- 


legatee should have a disposing power over the subject- 
matter, in case of his dying before the vesting of his own 
interest in possession (Re Crawford’s Trusts, 2 Drew. 
230, 2 W. R. 341). This principle has probably in- 
fluenced many decisions, but it appears to be insufficient 
to account for the divergence of decision in all the cases 
on this subject. The professed aim has been to dis- 
cover the intention of the authors of the instrument; 
and a variety cf circumstances, sometimes minute changes 
of phrase, have been adverted to as furnishing rules for 
the construction adopted in the different cases. 

Ina case which was decided by the full Court of 
Appeal, where there was a bequest of stock in trust for 
testator’s brother and his wife for life successively, and 
after their decease to be equally divided among their 
children, nephews and nieces of testator, then living, 
‘‘or their legal personal representatives share and share 
alike,” it was held, affirming the decision of the Master 
of the Roils, by the Lord Chancellor and Lord Justice 
Turner (dubitante Lord Justice Knight Bruce as to 
this point), that the representatives ef the children 
dying in the lifetime of the surviving tenant for life 
took shares, and that such representatives were the 


ministrators (see, inter alia, Price vy. Strange, 6 
Madd. 162 ; Booth y. Vickers, 1Coll.6; Bains v. Ottle 

1 My. & K. 465 ; Robinson v. Smith, 6 Sim. 47; Wilson 
v. Pilkington, 11 Jur. 537; Smith v. Palmer, 7 Hare, . 
225; and see also Stockdale v. Nicholson, 15 W. R. 986 5. 
Re Gryll’s Trusts, L. R. 6 Eq. 589, 17 W. R. Ch. Dig. 
180). 

Ts a very recent case where, in a marriage settlement 
of property of the wife, after trusts for the benefit of 
the wife and husband and the children of the marriage, 
there was a proviso that if there was no child of the. 
marriage the trustees were to stand possessed for such. 
persons as the wife should appoint, and in default of 
appointment upon trust to pay and transfer the trust 
moneys ‘‘ unto the legal representatives of the wife in. 
a due course of administration,” it was held by Vice- 
Chancellor Wickens, before whom the case came on 
demurrer to the bill of the wife’s next of kin, that 
without denying the novelty and difficulty of the case 
the words “ legal representatives ” as there used meant 
the persons who would be beneficially entitled to the- 
personal estate of the wife, if she had died intestate 
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next of kin, and not the executors or administrators of 
the nephews and nieces, King v. Cleareland (4 D. G. & 
J. 477, 7 W. R. 602). In this decision considerable 
weight was given to the expression “share and share 
alike,” at the end of the clause of gift, as being incon- 
sistent with an intention to give the fund, according to 
the strict literal and primary sense of the words, to the 
executors and administrators. This case and that of 
Re Cranford’s Trusts (sup.) also show that no substantial 
difference can be attributed to variation in the phrase 
employed, and that “legal personal representatives,” 
“ personal representatives,” “legal representatives,” or 
simply “‘ representatives,” must, upon general principles 
of construction, be considered as identical, and prima 
facie, to import the persons in whom the subject-matter, 
according to the rules of law, would legally vest. In 
reference to the secondary or constructive meaning 
which these expressions have received in many cases, 
it does appear to have been an element in some of the 
decisions, as to whether the terms used were e.g., “ per- 
sonal representatives ” or “legal personal representa- 
tives ;” this distinction does not seem, however, to rest 
upon a sound basis ; see observations of Lord Campbell, 
C. in King v. Cleaveland (sup.) on the decision of Vice- 
Chancellor Knight Bruce in Hinchliffe vy. Westwood 
(2 D. G. & S, 216), and see also Chapman y. Chapman 
(33 Beav. 556). 

It has been laid down by the present Lord Chancellor, 
when Vice-Chancellor, as concluded by authority, that 
the words “ personal representative,” in the absence of 
other controlling words (which did not appear in the 
case before him), must be taken to mean the person 
claiming as executor or administrator ; and in that case, 
where there was a gift by will, after previous life estates 
and in default of appointment, to children of daughters 


without having been married ; thus negativing any right, 
under the terms of the proviso, in the husband, who 
had survived the wife (Briygs v. Upton, 20 W. R. 89). 
We believe this decision is under appeal, but our com- 
ments have no reference to the soundness or otherwise 
of this particular judgment. 

It was urged in the last case, and there seems to be: 
some colour for the contention, that in case of a settle- 
ment of the wife’s property, there is a stronger presump- 
tion against the husband being intended to take under 
the general terms of “ personal representatives,” &c., 
than in cases of testamentary bequests, because the: 
usual object of such settlements is to regulate the hus- 
band’s interests, and he is not intended to take more 
than is directly given to him (Bailey v. Wright, 18 Ves. 
49, affirmed on appeal by Lord Eldon, C., 1 Swanst. 39). 

With regard to the meaning which has been placed 
upon the terms “representatives,” “legal representa- 
tives,” &c., where the strict primary and technical 
meaning of executors or administrators is in construc- 
tion departed from, it is necessary to remember that 
notwithstanding the loose way in which, in some of the 
older cases and text writers, and even occasionally in 
modern times, by judicial personages and others com- 
menting on the subject without due precision of thought, 
the term “next of kin” has been referred to as com- 
prising the husband or wife of the corelative parties 
respectively, it is clearly settled that the husband is not 
of kin to the wife, nor the wife to the husband, and 
neither can take in that character under a gift to the 
next of kin of their respective spouses, This is clearly 
shown by the cases of Garrick v. Lord Camden (14 Ves. 

372. Bailey v. Wright (18 Ves. 49), Watt v. Watt (3 
Ves, 244), Milne y. Gilbart (5D. G. M. & G. 510). The 
point will not, at this day, be seriously argued. The 
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alaces the wife in opposition to the children and kin- 
aed, which, of course, conversely must apply to the 

usband, as to whom itis also important to bear in 
mind that his right to administer to his wife does not 
rest upon the Statutes of Distribution, but is jure mariti 
by the common law, or some statute so ancient as to be 
in effect the same; for, as observed by Lord Lough- 
borough, this right of the husband is not given by force 
of any statute, but is supposed by all the statutes ( Watt 
v. Watt, 3 Ves. p. 247). It is indeed expressly saved 
by the 25th section of the Statute of Frands. 

Bearing these principles in mind, we shall find that 
the cases appear to be consistent in denying the ability 
of the husband to take under any gift to the “next of 
kin” of his wife, and vice versé that the wife cannot take 


as ‘next of kin” of her husband ; but when we come } 


to follow out the reasoning by which the construction 
of “representatives,” &c., is carried out to the conclusion 
of entitling “the next of kin” as quasi persone desig- 
nate, it requires us to be on our guard against the loose 
manner in which the judicial meaning is sometimes 
expressed, if we are to hope to gain any lucid view of a 
subject which has been only too much obscured by at- 
tempting to realise the presumed intention of careless 
framers of legal settlements of property. 

The important question as to whether the terms “ re- 
presentatives,” “‘ legal representatives,” &c., when con- 
strued not to have the primary and strictly technical 
meaning of executors or administrators, shall be taken 
to mean next of kin strictly, oy those persons taking the 
estate under the Statute of Distributions, has unfor- 
tunately been treated in too superficial and perfunctory 


amanner, and a regretable want of precision is some- ! 
| Works, the vestry or local board of works may summon 


times to be found in judicial utterances on this head. 


This is apparent even in a judge whose general acumen | vn : 
| demolition of the offending structure, or so much thereof 


was remarkable. In Smith v. Palmer (7 Hare, 225), the 
case of a gift by will, after a life estate, to J. S. if he 
should be then 


dead, unto his legal representative or representatives, | 
if more than one, share and share alike—Vice-Chan- 
eellor Wigram began his judgment by saying, “I have 
no doubt the expression ‘ legal representatives’ in this | 


will means newt of kin. I think also that it means next 
of kin according to the Statute of Distributions,” and ,at 
the end of the judgment he formulates his decree as 
follows: “That upon the death of J. S. the persons 
who, according to the Statute of Distributions would be 
entitled to his personal estate, took vested interests as 
tenants in common,” &c. This part of the judgment 
would certainly appear to justify the marginal note, 
which states the holding to have been ‘‘ upon the death 
of J.S., the widow and children as the persons who 
would, in case of an intestacy, be entitled to his per- 
sonal estate according to the Statute of Distributions, 
took vested interests in the fund in question as tenants 
in common.” The careless reference to newt of hin at 
the beginning of the judgment, deprives it of all reliable 
amport as an authority on this point of the doctrine. In 
the case of Wilson v. Pilkington (11 Jur. 537) Vice- 
Chancellor Knight Bruce, in holding that a direction 
after life estates to divide a fund among the personal re- 
presentations of D. in a legal course of administration, 
meant next of kin, and that the words ‘‘ personal repre- 
sentatives” pointed at consanguinity, yet expressly 
reserved his opinion on the question whether, if there 
had been a widow she would have hada claim on the 
fund. And in Cotton y. Cotton (2 Beav. 67), where 
there was a bequest to A. or his “legal repre- 
sentatives,” and A. having predeceased testator, Lord 
Langdale said that the Statute of Distributions must be 
referred to to point out those who were entitled to claim 
4s legal representatives ; but with the same confusion as 
Seems to pervade all the judicial utterances on this 
subject, proceeds to add that the authorities had deter- 
mined, that the fund belonged to those persons who 
are the newt of kin, so designated by that statute. It 
‘seems, however, from the decree in this case, which was 





living, and if he should be then ; 





referred to in the subsequent case of Kilner v. Leach (10 
Beav. 365 n.), that the wife was held entitled to take her 
share. A similarly confused use of the terms ‘‘ next of 
kin” is to be found in Alloway v. Radcliffe (23 Beav. 
163, 5 W. R. 271, and other cases on this subject. 

The doctrine countenanced by the case of Evans v. 
Charles (1 Anst. 128) that executors or administrators 
might hold the fund, in terms given to them, for their 
own benefit, seems to be now fully exploded, and it 
appears that under whatever construction executors or 
administrators may take a fund, they must take it, not 
beneficially to themselves personally, but for the benefit 
of the estate which they represent ; Stocks v. Dodsley 
(1 Kee. 325) ; Long v. Watkinson (17 Beav. 474); Re 
Henderson (28 Beav. 656 ; Morris v. Howes 4 Hare 599). 








RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 

PROJECTION BEYOND GENERAL LINE OF BUILDINGS.— 
METROPOLITAN BuriLpiInas AcT (25 & 26 Vict. c. 102 
s. 75.) 

Brutton v. St. George, Hanover-square, V.C.M. 20 
W. R. 84. 

The very stringent Act generally known by the above 
title, but of which the “short title” is “The Metro- 
polis Management Amendment Act, 1862,” enacts 


| (s, 75) that where any structure is erected or begun to be 


erected without the consent of the vestry or local board 
beyond the general line of buildings, as certified by the 
superintending architect to the Metropolitan Board of 


the owner, occupier, or builder, and make an order for 


as may be beyond the general line. It appears from 
Baumann v. Vestry of St. Pancras (15 W. R. 904, 
L. R. 2 Q. B. 528), that the power of fixing the 
general line is in the superintending architect absolutely, 
aud all that the magistrate has to do isto decide whether 
the building is beyond the general line, and if so, how 
much of it; and he cannot, notwithstanding the remarks 
in St. George, Hanover-square v. Sparrow (12 W. R. 832), 
give his decision, except with regard to the general 
line fixed by the superintending architect. The Act 
proceeds to enact that the magistrate may, if the com- 
plaint be proved to his satisfaction, make an order on 
the owner, occupier, or builder directing the requisite 
demolition. It can hardly be supposed that it was the 
intention of the Legislature that the builder should be 
liable, except during the erection of the building, yet 
there is no limitation of his liability, except that which 
section 107 provides by making the lapse of six months 
after the discovery or commission of offences under the 
Act a bar to proceedings. In Brutton v. St. George, 
Hanover-square, the Vice-Chancellor pointed out the 
inconvenience of allowing proceedings against the 
builder after the structure is completed ; adding that 
according to the reasonable construction of the Act, a, 
builder can only be sammoned while he has an interest 
in the building, ¢.e.,—during its progress. In Brutton v. 
St.George, Hanover-square,a conservatory had been erected 
which projected beyond the general line of builings, and 
the vestry, instead of summoning the owner or occupier, 
obtained a summons against the builder, who could not be 
found ; yet without summoning the owner or the occu- 
piers they procured an order in the builder’s absence 
for the demolition of the conservatory ; whereupon the 
occupier, who had been refused leave to appear on the 
summons, filed his bill to restrain the vestry from pro- 
ceeding to demolish the conservatory, as they threatened. 
It so happened that the vestry were barred by time, as 
the six months prescribed by section 107 of the Act had 
expired, and the injunction was granted on that ground; 
yet, if the vestry had been in time, it would seem 
as if theSe arbitrary high-handed proceedings could have 
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been repressed by injunction, on the ground already 
stated, that upon the true construction of the Act, the 
builder is only liable to be proceeded against during the 
progress of the work complained of. After the completion 
of the work, the owner or the occupier alone is liable. 





COMMON LAW. 
METROPOLITAN BUILDING AcT, 1855—StRVEYORS’ 
FEEs. 

Caudwell vy. Hanson, Q.B., 20 W. R. 202, L. R.7 Q. B. 55. 

The effect of this case is, that under 18 & 19 Vict. c. 
122, s. 51, the person who is in possession under an 
agreement for a lease, and not the intending lessor, is 
(though not actually receiving rent) the person liable as 
“owner” to the payment of the surveyors’ fees, not- 
withstanding that the latter has still the whole legal 
interest in property. 


Witt—PaAro.t EVIDENCE. 
Charter y. Charter, Prob., 19 W. R. 979, 20 W. R. 212, 
L. 8. 2 P.& D. 315. 


When a gift is made in a will by certain terms of 
description, the question must necessarily arise, and be 
determined by parol evidence, who or what is there an- 
swering to the terms of the description. This means, 
who or what is there whose common description corre- 
sponds with the terms of the gift? And if the descrip- 
tion used be one appropriated to and indicating some 
particular person or thing; or, in other words, if the 
description be by name, the question is to whom or what 
is that name commonly appropriated, or who or what is 
commonly so described. 

And again, commonly must mean, not com monly at 
some previous time or at some other place, but commonly 
in the state of circumstances which surrounded the 
testator at the time of making his will. If there be any 
object which in this sense answers to the description, 
then the inquiry is at an end, the description is satisfied, 
and no further investigation is allowed into the inten- 
tions of the deceased testator. (Webber v. Stanley, 12 
W. BR 833,33 L. J.C. P.217). Extreme cases may be 
imagined, in which it might from surrounding circum- 
stances irresistibly appear that the testator could not have 
meant by the terms he uses, the objects to which they 
are appropriated by current use. Ia such a case the evi- 
dence would go to show, not that the description used 
ought to be modified, restricted, or curtailed, but that to 
the testator, whose intention is in question, the terms 
used would not have at all described the object to which 
common usaze would apply them ; and in such a case it 
is difficult to suppose that evidence to this effect would 
be excluded, although it would be hard also to obtain ite 
reception. Bat it could never be supposed that, because 
at some time or other, as for instance at christening or 
registration, the name by which a testator describes a 
devisce or legatee was borne by or appropriated to a 
particular person, that person, though unknown, or un- 
ksown by that name, in the testator’s circle, must of 
necessity be held to be intended by the testator, to the 
exclusion of some other person currently known by that 
mame in the testator’s circle, but who had not been so 
registered or christened. 

In the present case the testator, having two sons, one 
named William Porster Charter, and the other named 
Charles Charter, made « devise to “my son Forster 
Crarter;’ and the question arove whether evidence could 
be given of declarations made by the testator showing that 
Cnatles was the perwm intended’, Now, as Lord Penzance 
AneriA, “lt a man be christened by several names, they 
vmattiate in law wat one Christian name, and any one of 
teen, the rest being omitted, in not the full legal name 
A tae individesl.” William Vorster, therelore, had not 
thie argument in bis favour; although the argument 
froma the ase of the fall name, if it had occurred, would 
have derived ite force mach more from the inference of 





intention it would have afforded, than from the fact of 
its being his “legal name.” Then, referring to the facts 
proved as to the name by which William Forster was 
commonly known, his Lordship said, “ This is a case in 
which the name used is neither the legal christian name, 
nor the first name, nor a name by which the man was 
ever called or known by anybody. . It is diffi- 
cult, if not impossible, to imagine that the testator, whose 
intentions we are seeking, purposely described the defen- 
dant, whom he had never called by any other name than 
‘William’ or ‘Willie,’ as simply ‘Forster.’ There 
has then been a mistake.” Having reached this conclu- 
sion, it was not difficult to admit evidence of the testator’s 
declarations, which however were scarcely necessary, 
inasmuch as the will itself contained indications, which, 
when the difficulty as to the name was removed, scarcely 
left any doubt that Charles was intended. The case was 
(owing to an accident) twice argued ; and though the 
question hardly admits of doubt, yet as it presents a 
somewhat novel illustration of the principles applicable 
to the admission of parol evidence of this nature, it is of 
considerable importance. Compare Grant v. Grant (18 
W. R. 230,951, L. R. 2 P.& D. 8, 5 C. P. 380, 727). 








COURTS. 


COMMON PLEAS. 
(In Banco, Hilary Term, before W1LLes, ByLes, BRETT and 
Grove, JJ.) 
January 15th.—Re Bruton. 

This case was before the Court last Term, when judgment 
was reserved, in which the Court took time to consider its 
judgment. 

WILLEs, J., now gave judgment. This was an application to 
suspend an attorney from practising in this court, for having 
misappropriated moneys ere ge to his client, and was 
made on the ground that the Master of the Rolls had 
made an order to that effect for a limited period, and this 
Court was asked to pass the same judgment, as conclusive 
apon the matter. The practice of this Court had been other- 
wise. It had formerly not been the practice to grant a rule 
absolute to strike an attorney off the roll, but only to grant 
a rule nisi, and although the statute had taken away the 
discretion of the Court to strike an attorney off the roll, it 


had not done so in cases of suspension. A rule nisi had been * 


granted, and the attorney did not one to show cause, and 
the Court had taken time to consider the affidavits. The 
facts disclosed were such that if the discretion of the Court 
had remained the Court would have struck the attorney’s name 
off the roll and would not have restored it again ; certainly 
not without his making good the moneys which he had misap- 
propriated. It was the duty of the Court to protect suitors, 
and the Court was unable to see any circumstance to indace 
it to conclude that at the end of the stipulated time for which 
the attorney was suspended, he would be fit to be intrusted 
with the money of suitors, as he had not restored the money 
he had misappropriated. The Court ought to act according 
to its own practice, and ought not to overrule what the Master 
of the Rolls had done. If the Court struck the attorney off 
the roll, the Court would, in effect, be overruling the Master 
of the Rolls. The proper course was an intermediate one. 
The rule would be made absolute for the suspension of 
the attorney during the time that he was suspended by 
the Master of the Holle : and also against his further prac 
tising in this court until further order, 


COUNTY COURTS, 
(Betore W. 8, Danien, Eaq., Q.C., Judge.) 
Jan, 9.—Hx parte Calvert, re Thomas. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 0. 50 and 67—~Ligquidation— Marion 


under section 60 to expunge proof and proay—Effect of prof 
as joint or separate creditor, 


This was « motion on behalf of Mary Ann Calvert that 
the affidavit in proof of debt mado by Wm, Thomas, 
Shipley,and the proxy added thoreto, which had been placed 
on the file of proceedings in the liquidation of the estate of Bea 
Thomas, might be expunged, aad that the cowts of the appli 
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«ation might be paid by Wm. Thomas. The facts are stated in 
the judgment. 

Air. Danie. said the motion was of an unusual charac- 
ter. In ordinary cases under a proceeding by liquida- 
tion any objection made to a proof or proxy would be dealt 
with by the Registrar on the resolutions being represented 
to him for registration, and would ordinarily have come 
before the Court only on an appeal from the Registrar. The 
case had, however, been treated as one fit for an original 
application under rule 50. He had heard the case at length 
upon its merits. The facts were singular, and served to 
illustrate the operation of the Act of 1869 upon the interests 
of creditors under proceedings for liquidation. 

The debtor, Ben Thomas, was described in his petition as 
a woolstapler, and was the son of the respondent. His father 
in his examination spoke of the debtor as having gone into 
pusiness at Christmas 1869. ‘‘ He had done nothing before 
then but go up and down shooting and racing. He went 
into the business of a cloth manufacturer. He took my 
business and never paid for it.” The debtor estimated his 
debts at £6,000, and the lists of creditors to whom notices 
were to be sent contained the names of eighteen persons, 
whose debts in the aggregate amounted to £5,835. Among 
those the respondent was first named asa creditor for the 
amount of £1,100. He was not stated as a joint creditor, but 
was treated in the same way as all the others who claimed 
to be separate creditors of the debtor. The assets were 
estimated not to exceed £400. 

The debtor stated that an action for damages had been 
commenced against him by Mary Ann Calvert, and that 
the action had been tried at Leeds Assizes, when the said 
Mary Ann Calvert obtained judgment fur £1000, with taxed 
costs thereon. It was incorrect to state that judgment was 
obtained, as only a verdict could be obtained at the assizes ; 
and it appeared, from the young woman's proof, that 
judgment was not entered up before the 22nd April following. 

é first four days of term were open for the defendant to 
have moved the Court of Queen’s Bench for a rule for a new 
trial, if there had been any miscarriage at the assizes; but 
no such application appeared to have been made, or, if made, 
refused. The damages were undoubtedly high, but as their 
legal propriety was now unquestionable, he (Mr. Daniel) 
must assume that the amount, though large, was the estimate 
which the jury formed of the compensation to which the 
plaintiff was entitled. 

Now Mr. Pullan [the attorney who had acted for the debtor 
in the liquidation] stated that, though he was not the 
debtor's attorney, and had not previously acted for him, he 
had been retained by the debtor, and had taken the proceed- 
ings in liquidation for the express purpose of preventing the 
applicant from obtaining more than the liquidatien would 

ve. But under the Act of 1869 it was legitimate, and in 
itself a proper proceeding for a debtor when he was pressed 
by a creditor for immediate'payment of a debt, which having 
regard to the amount and state of his assets, he could not 
pay without permitting a preference which would be an 
injustice to his other creditors, to avail himself of the pro- 
‘visions of the Act and summon a general meeting of his 
creditors, and initiate these proceedings by filing a petition 
for liquidation. And such petition must contains an 
allegation of his inability to pay his debt in full and thus be 
an act of bankruptcy available for adjudication if the 
creditors when summoned did not by the requisite majorities 
in number and value pass a special resolution accepting 
liquidation by arrangement. As, however, special resolutions 
passed under proceedings for liquidation by arrangement 
Were intended by the statute to have the effect of binding 
dissentient and absent creditors, bona fides on the part of the 
debtor and those creditors who attend, whether in person or 
by proxy, was essential to the validity of any suchresolutions, 
especially any resolutions favouring the debtor to the pre- 
judice of the absent or dissentiont creditors, and es ially 
“resolution such as had been attempted here, giving the 
debtor an immediate and unconditional discharge. (Bank- 
Tuptey Act, 1869, 8, 67 ; Aw parte Cowen, L, RK. 2 Ch, 563, 
16 W. R. 859; Ke parte Deacon, L. R. 4 Ch. 87, 17 WLR. 
129; Hart v. Smith, L. RB. dQ. B, OL, U7 WER. 198. 

Turning next to the caso as disclosed by the affidavits, 

uments on the file, and the efed voce evidence, for the 
ree of sooing how far a case of unequitable exercise by 

@ majority of the creditors of the statutory power to bind 
‘tho minority operating to the projudice of the oreditor making 
‘the motion had boon extublished, ao as to make her a party 
Mgrioved and entitling her to the order asked for, Ny the 





creditors except the respondent were separate creditors of 
the debtor. The proof of the respondent was for a joint 
debt due from the debtor and one Bell, and was for the sum 
of £2,772 2s. 10d., and not £1,100, as entered in the list of 
creditors filed by the debtor with his petition. The total 
amount of debts represented at the creditor’s meeting, in- 
cluding the respondent’s, was £4,975 18s. 2d.. The assents 
were £3,893 12s. 2d., being all the creditors represented, 
except Miss Calvert, whose debt amounted to £1,082 6s. 
Reckoning the respondent’s debt the amount of assents was 
more than the required majorities in value and in numbers. 
Reckoning the separate creditors only, the amount was 
£2,203 15s. 4d. Three-fourths of this amount would be 
£1,652 16s. 6d., but deducting Miss Calvert’s debt from the 
£2,203 15s. 4d., there would remain of assenting and separate 
creditors only £1120 16s. 10d., being less than the required 
majority in value. It was clear, therefore, that whatever 
resolutions were carried at this adjourned meeting depended 
for their validity entirely upon the proof and proxy of the 
respondent. 

The respondent was advanced in years, and had been for 
some years suffering from paralysis, which had disabled him 
bodily, but his mental faculties were unimpaired. From 
the examination of the respondent, and other evidence, he (Mr 
Daniel) came to the conclusion that the transactions between 
the respondent and the debtor were not mere advances by a 
father to a son, but were treated by both as debts, for the 
amount of which the respondent was entitled to prove as @ 
creditor of his son, since the proof was as a joint creditor of 
the debtor and his partner, and could not, therefore, come in 
competition with Miss Calvert for dividend upon theseparate 
estate, she had really no interest in having the proef ex- 
punged. Asregarded the proxy, considering the use that 
was endeavoured to be made of it, the case was different. 
For aught that appeared upon the file, there might be joint 
estate sufficient to pay the respondent and all other creditors 
twenty shillings in the pound, and leave a surplus for the 
debtor, and as the order of discharge had been obtained by 
the sole influence of the respondent's proxy, and exercised in 
a matter in which he might not have an interest, but which 
was destructive of the interests of all the separate creditors, 
it might well be doubted whether the respondent’s proxy 
could be lawfully used for such a purpese. When the res- 
pondent’s examination was taken before the Registrar, he 
was subject to no undue influence or contrel, and freely 
represented all that he intended to do, and believed he had 
done on the occasion when the proof and proxy were obtained. 
He considered that his son was indebted to him, and he 
made a proof of his claim so as to entitle himself to a share 
in the dividend, which Mr. Pullan (solicitor) represented he 
would get him. He gave Pullan his proof fur that purpose, 
and that purpose only. He (Mr. Daniel) was satisfied that 
he never intended to give Pullan or anybody else any other 
authority to act for him, and that he did not understand what 
& proxy meant, and certainly that the use to be made of it 
was never in any way explained to or sanctioned by him. 
The evidence of the respondent was decisive of the character 
of the proxy, and it must be expunged, as having been 
obtained from him in ignorance of its nature and effect, and 
contrary to his real intention. The difference between proof 
as a joint creditor and a separate creditor was not explained 
to him as it ought to have been by Pullan, and he signed 
and was sworn to his proof in ignorance that it was a joint 
proof, and believing and intending it to be a separate proof, 
entitling him to dividend; but as the applicant had no interest 
in the question the proof would stand. As to the costs, the 
applicant was entitled to her costs, and as the Court must treat 
the opposition to the metion as being made with the authority 
of William Thomas, he must be ordered te pay them, He 
regretted to say that this case showed that the practices of 
the Court had under a pretence been sought to be made an 
instrument of injustice towards an individual whose dedt, 
though peculiar in origin and amount, might dy professional 
agency be made the subject of a ditferent mode of settlement. 


At the conclusion of the above case Mr, Daniel made some 
remarks upon a practice disclosed by the proceedings which 
ho considered unwarranted by the rules and forms ta Bank- 
ruptoy, and caloulated to lead to abuses in proceedings dy 
liquidation injurious to the interests of creditors, He alluded 
to the practice of the debtor's attorney printing is owa 
name and the name of his clerk in the form of proxy, which 
he delivered to the registrar, to be sealed and poated by how 
to creditors, with notice of the first meeting, Asthe notices 
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wereJnot accompanied with any statement of debts or assets 
creditors were often without means of knowing how their 
interests would be affected by the liquidation, but finding 
upon the notice which came to them under the seal of the 
court that a form of proof and proxy would be found on the 
third side, and in the proxy the name of the debtor’s attorney 
and his clerk proposed as proxies, creditors might be misled 
into the belief that the court suggested the appointment of 
these persons as proxies, and sign the proxy under the belief. 
His Honour pointed out that it was obvious that such a prac- 
tice might injure the interests of some creditors, and he 
stated that he had iong time since given instructions to the 
registrar to not receive any such documents containing such 
mames, Several firms of solicitors in Bradford had objected 
to them as being injurious to creditors, and also as an un- 
professional mode of soliciting business. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr.Jous Bampce Asprvaty, Q.C., Recorder of Liverpool, 
has been appointed Attorney-General for the county pala- 
tine of Durham, which office has been vacated by the pro- 
motion of Mr. J. R. Quain, Q.C., to a justiceship of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench. Mr. Aspinall is the eldest son of 
the late Rev. James Aspinall, rector of Althorpe, Lincoln- 
shire, and grandson of the late John B. Aspinall, Esq., who 
was mayor of Liverpool in 1813. He was born in Decem- 
ber, 1818, and received his early education at Rugby School. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November 
1841, and has long been a member of the Northern Circuit. 
Mr. Aspinall was appointed Recorder of Liverpool, in succes- 
sion to Mr. Gilbert Henderson, in 1862, and was created a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1864. He married, in 1842, Bertha 
Wyatt, daughter of the late John Audley Jee, Esq., of 
Liverpool 

Mr. Jous Bumce, M.A., barrister-at-law, who has been 
appointed to sueceed Mr. Harington in the Wandsworth and 
Hammersmith Police Magistracy was educated at Trinity 
College, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1846 (4th class 
Literis Humanioribus). He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in January, 1850, and has practised on the Home 
Circuit, attending also the East and West Kent, Rochester, 
Gravesend, Dover, Maidstone, and Canterbury sessions. 


Mz. Czarizs Joun Mippieron, registrar of the Court of 
Probate, has been appointed principal registrar of that 
court, in succession to Dr. A. F. Bayford, resigned. Previous 
to his appointment as registrar on the institution of the Court 
ot Probate in 1858, Mr. Middleton practised as a proctor and 
uctary in Doctors’ Commons, and was a member of the firm 
of Shephard, Bedford & Middleton, solicitors, of Godliman- 
street. [In our last issue it was erroneously stated that 
Dr. J. G. Middleton, advocate, had been appointed to the 
principal registrarship, 2 mistake which arose from the 
similarity of name.) 

Mr. Wiizsae Sarr, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, has been 
clot Clerk to the Magistrates of the Condover division, in 
eucmion to Mr. James Spratt, resigned. At the same 
time, 4 vote of thanks wae accorded to the latter gentleman 
for hie services daring sixteen years as clerk to the justices. 
Mr. W. Salt was admitted in 1554. 

Ma Wis Hexer Bariev, wlicitor, and town-clerk 
A Basingstoke, has been appointed clerk to the Burial 
Board of that town, in succession to the late Mr. W. 
Chala. He has alo been elected clerk tw the trustees of 
the sounicipal charities of Vasingstoke, which office had 
alan bem held by Mr. Challis, Mr. Bayley, who formerly 
protised at Alderchot, was certificated in 180), and was 
Beth H the vren-cvrahip of Vasingstoke 4 month or two 
2B 





A Gistrict jodyeehip in the island of Jamaies has be- 
vn vere by the hn, on the Zia December last, of 
Mr, Harry Vevidaon, U.A., formerly an advocate of the 
ets Yar, Sr, Vraviheon was ehmitte’d a member of the 
kacwity A Ahvtaa nth), The appointment of district 
patge on Jemalce ia worth 49% per suvum, ond ig in the 
Gi 4 Une teordary of Hate for the Colonias, 

Cte Of Crnnterlt. Vy silent on article which we 
repre lant week, on tiie subject was not acoredite to the 
yin trom whith we Vow i, the Albany (UK,) 
hia Svurwd, 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


JUDGMENT SUMMONS. 

Sir, —Patehwork legislation is open to great objections, 
and in bringing forward some suggestions with reference to 
the law of debtor and creditor, I certainly do not desire to 
see them carried out by a special statute. 

I propose that instead of a creditor on a judgment sum- 
mons having to satisfy the judge that the debtor can pay, 
let the debtor satisfy the judge that he cannot pay. Further 
on proof of personal service of the judgment summons, 
or substituted service, where an order for that purpose has 
been obtained, let the debtor be at once committed if he do 
not attend, or if he be not represented by some person who 
is able to prove his position, and that if necessary on oath, 
My experience of a judgment summons is that often after 
great trouble the debtor is served, the summons is not 
attended, it is practically impossible to prove the debtor's 
means, and the matter drops. If the debtor attended he 
could be examined on oath, and the creditor would at least 
have the satisfaction of knowing that the debtor could not 
pay, and not, as is often the case, that he would not. I can 
conceive of no hardship to the debtor, now usually the only 
person considered in legislation, by the above a = mm 
Some of your readers may, however, see many objections, 
and these I too should be glad to know. LL.D. 

Jan. 15. 





ACKNOWLEDGMENTS OF MARRIED WOMEN. 


Sir, —Will you or some of your readers advise me whether 
it is improper in principle for the solicitor of a vendor or 
mortgagor to aet also as one of the commissioners for taking 
the acknowledgment of his client’s wife, the other commis- 
sioner being independent. In practice it seems to be very 
general, but in Re Blandyshe, Jur. 3, p. 727, Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley appears to have strongly objected to it as opposed 
to the spirit of the Act, and suggestive of undue influence 
by the husband through his solicitor. E, REED. 








OBITUARY. 


—_— 


HON. G. C. VERNON. 


The recordership of the city of Lincoln has become vacant 
by the demise of the Hon. Gowran Charles Vernon, 
Barrister-at-law, who expired at 37, Montagu-square, 
London, on the 15th January, at the age of forty-seven 
years. The Hon. Mr. Vernon was the second son of the 
Right Hon. Robert Vernon-Smith (formerly President of 
the Board of Control), who was raised to the peerage in 
1859, by the title of Lord Lyveden (when he renounced the 
name of Smith), by his marriage with Emma Mary, daughter 
of John, the second Earl of Upper Ossory. Mr. Vernon’s grand- 
father was Robert Percy-Smith, Esq., who had been Judge- 
Advocate-General in India, and represented the city of 
Lincoln in Parliament; and his great-uncle was the Rev. 
Sydney Smith, the witty canon of St. Paul’s. Mr. G. C. 
Vernon was born in 1825 ; he was educated at Eton, and at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 
1347. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
June, 1850, and became a member of the Norfolk Circuit, 
also attending the Leicester and Northampton sessions. He 
was appointed Recorder of Lincoln in 1859, Max, Vernon 
married, in August, 1857, Caroline, eldest daughter of the 
late John Nicholas Fazakerley, Esq., M.P. for Peterborough, 
by which lady he had several children. His eldest son, 
born in 1866, is now the second in presumptive succession 
to the barony of Lyveden, the eldest son and heir of Lord 
Lyveden having no family, 
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SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 

At the Law Institution on Tuesday last, Mr, Perey 
Gordon in the chair, the question discussed was No. 487 
Logal:— Daring the sequestration of a living under the 
‘Church Diseipline Act’ the profite are received by the 
bishop, who, after previdiag for the cure of the parish, 
the balance to his bankers to an account, ‘ Bishop of Cx 4- 
Sequestration,” The bishop dies, Are his executor 
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entitled to the accumulations of the surplus profits?” Re 
Thakeham Sequestration Money (19 W. R. 1001). The de- 
pate was opened by Mr. Hargreaves in the affirmative, and 
go decided by a large majority. 








Mr. W. T. S. DANIEL, Q. C., ON COUNTY COURT 
JURISDICTION. 

At the annual meeting of the Bradford Chamber of Commerce, 
held on Monday, under the presidency of Mr. Oddy, 

Mr. DANIEL, Q.C., having been called on, spoke as follows :— 
He would confine himself to what appeared to him to be matters 
of fact and of interest. First he would deal with the question 
ofbankruptey. He imagined when that Act came into oper- 
ation that it would afford greater scope for the useful inter- 
ference of the County Court than his experience had led him 
to know that it had done. The policy of the Act was to 
Jeave the administratien of the estates of insolvent debtors as 
much as possible in the hands of creditors, and to do away 
with the cumbrous and expensive protection with which, under 
the former process, the Court interposed by means of official 
assignees and other functionaries. The Controller's return 
as laid before Parliament last session—a return which was 
made under the provisions of the Act of Parliament by the 
Lord Chancellor, and by him laid before Parliament—showed 
this feature in the working of the Act, viz., that in bankruptcy, 
ascompared with liquidation by arrangement, the proportion 
of liquidations to bankruptcies equalled two-and-a-half to one. 
That was an indication that the provisions for liquidation had 
been brought into more general use than the provisions with 
teference to bankruptcy proper. One of the things which the 
Act proposed to effect was that debters would not hencefor- 
ward be able to make themselves bankrupt, and the question 
of bankruptcy would be exclusively for the creditors. That 
was true in words, but really ,in fact the debtor could now 
wind up his own affairs by proceedings which, so far as the 
creditors were concerned, were equivalent to bankruptcy, and, 
so far as debtors were concerned, were very different. He was 
enabled to control and wind up his own affairs, and he (Mr. 
Daniel) was afraid—unless creditors were on the alert—too 
frequently in his own interest. At the close of the year he 
(Mr, Daniel) went through the list which contained the 
Gazxctte entries of ‘all petitions in bankruptcy, including 
Petitions for adjudication in bankruptcy, and petitions for 
liquidations by arrangement, and he ascertained—he believed 
what he was stating was correct, and would be verified by the 
Controller’s report—that the gross number of petitions under 
the Bankruptcy Act, in the year ending 31st of December, as 


compared with the year ending 31st of December, 1870, was | 


an increase of about 30 per cent. There were six thousand, 
something short of one hundred, petitions in the year 1870, 
and there were upwards of 7,800 in the year ending 1871. Of 


those petitions for liquidation and petitions for bankruptcy, | 


the proportion was seven to one instead of two anda half to 
one as inthe previous year, showing conclusively that the 
Bankruptcy Act, whether for the advantage of creditors or 
not, was irifting in its operation from bankruptey to liquid- 
ation, The court had no control whatever over liquidation 
proceedings except for the purpose of seeing that the resolutions 
passed were formal, and if there was the requisite majority in 
Number and value of the creditors. If the resolutions were ia 
form and were correct they must be registered, they boand all 
creditors from the time of registration, and their effect could 
not be disputed unless thoir invalidity was alleged and proved. 
That was a matter which required the careful attention of 
creditors, because it had come under his observations judicially, 
that a debtor had in liquidation a means of appointing a time 
and place for the first meating of his creditors, and a debtor 
Who desired to wind up his affairs with a view to his own 
benefit would take care to arrange beforehand his accounts, 
Acertain what creditors would be likely to be friendly towards 
him, and would gonerally arrange a time and placo for the 
ret meeting, so as to subserve his own interests, It had struck 
him that the creditors who were at a distance were, under the 
Present system, at a groat disadvantage. ‘The only notice that 
Aoreditor at Bradford would receive trom a debtor at Liverpool 
Would be that on such a day and in such a place in Liverpool 
the firat meeting would be held That notice was not accom. 
Paniod with any information aa to the amount of the liabilities 
‘Or the amount of tho assets, and the creditor was entirely ia 
dark as to whother it was worth his while to be at the 
‘Oxpense and trouble of employing a proxy or attending the 
Meoting himealf, Undor those clrowmstances, he believed that 
‘Creditors often loft the frat mootings to be conducted by those 





on the spot, and too frequently the result of that was that a 
resolution was passed by a sufficient number of creditors in the 
interest of the debtor. He might also point out that debtors 
on§ realising their effects often felt themselves justified in 
making an estimate of the assets upon the footing of everything 
being broken up and sold for what it would fetch at thehammer. 
A case had been brought before him in which the creditors, 
alive to their interests, had rejected such a composition, and 
the property was afterwards sold as a going concern, which 
made some thousands of pounds difference, The effect of 
passing such a resolution frequently led to insufficient compo- 
sition, but there was amore insidious resolution affecting the 
interest of creditors which might be passed at the first meeting 
to which he thought particular attention should be directed, 
and that was passing a resolution for the immediate discharge 
of the debtor. Liquidation, which involved not composition 
but the sale of the effects and estate and division of the money 
to the creditors, left the debtor with his future estate subjected 
to the payment of the debts which were not paid on liquidation. 
A debtor, therefore, would not resort to liquidation unless he 
desired a composition to be effected, or unless he felt himself 
in @ position to get an immediate order of discharge. Now, an 
immediate order of discharge was that which most seriously 
affected the rights of creditors. The Act of Parliament by 
the 125th section contemplated that the order of discharge 
under liquidation would not be granted at the first meeting, 
but would be granted at some subsequent meeting after the 
creditors had had an opportunity for inquiry into the debtor’s 
affairs, and had an opportunity of being satisfied that every- 
thing had been conducted fairly and properly, and that the 
order of discharge would be given after there had been an 
investigation carried on with discretion and judgment on 
matters on which the Legislature thought the majority might 
bind the minority. But there were cases in which the 
examinations to which he had referred, had taken place before 
the first meeting. There had been—by accountants and ex- 
perienced solicitors, a thorough investigation of the affairs 
before the first meeting was held, and creditors attending the 
first meeting were asked to give an immediate discharge. Thus 
& provision which was only intended for extreme cases, had 
positively been applied rutilessly to the injury of the interest 
of the creditors who did not attend the first meeting, and by 


| the vote of friendly creditors the debtor was enabled to get an 


immediate discharge. ‘The same majorities which would carry 
one resolution would carry others, and it appeared to him 
that the interest of creditors could be seriously injured. 

There was another matter which had interested him a great 
deal, because, brought up in a school in which technical plead- 
ing, heavy expense, and great delay were the invariable charac- 
teristics, he watched with ro slight interest the working in 
Bradford of the 72nd section of the Bankruptey Act. He 
had always thought that that section had found its way into 
the Act without the lawyers in the House of Commons being 
satisfied of its effect, and he was not satisfied now, although 
he had been told by Mr. Norwood that commercial men in- 
tended it, that the 72nd section was intended to give such 
unlimited jurisdiction. That section placed upon the County 
Court Judge larger jurisdiction than was possessed by any other 
judge either in Westminster or Lincoln's Inn. He pointed out 
that the Court under this section had not merely unlimited 
jurisdiction in the cases brought before it, but had also power, 
at the instance of either party, to stop proceedings in any 
other court. For iustance, if a bill were filed in Chancery 
against a trustee, the latter might go to the County Court and 
ask for an injunction to stop the proceedings, Unless the 
House of Lords should interfere and upset the decision on that 
section, which was not at all likely, the section conferred in 
the Bankruptey Court unlimited jurisdiction as to every 
question which could possibly arise as te insolvent dedzars. 
They must recollect that the Act of Parliament included non- 
traders as well as traders, and a peer of the realm or a 
Prince of the Blood might now be made bdaakrap. 
He had watched with considerable interest the operation 
of the system in Bradford, and he was bound te say the 
there was no technical procedure at all, He spoke of the 
simple, expeditious and inexpensive mede of proceeding in 
bankraptey by notices of motion, and thea said he had 
asked himself this question--why if juriediotion so exten. 
sive could be safely committed to auch pledelan tridanals 
aa county courte, ceuld not similar juriadiction be 
extended in winding up estates that were not isolvent ? 
If experience ahowed that this simple procedure coalt be 
made etfvotive for the purpose of determining the digiealt 
questions whieh arise in bankraptey ~and diiteelt Qaee 
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tions had arisen—if such difficult questions could be so 
simply raised, so readily heard, and so quickly disposed 
of in so inexpensive a manner, why could not the 
administration of the estates of deceased persons be left 
under the same jurisdiction? He would ask, Wasthere any 
difference in winding up a bankrupt’s estate of £20,000 and 
a deceased person's of £20,000? He argued that if juris- 
diction could be fairly exercised in one case, surely it could 
be fairly exercised in another. 

This brought him to the question of Tribunals of Commerce. 
He had not altered his opinion on that subject. He entirely 
recognised the evilsof the present system—the delay, theex- 
pense, the uncertainty. But he could not see why jurisdic, 
tion to an unlimited extent should be confined to mere com- 
mercial questions. Why should not questions which 
arose between mortgagor and mortgagee, between land- 
lord and tenant, net be as much subject to unlimited 
jurisdiction as questions which arose between commercial 
men? He had often had occasion to regret that he was 
obliged to deny justice to individuals on account of his 
limited jurisdiction, and two instances had particularly 
struck him, His jurisdiction in equity was limited to 
£500. In one case in which the answer to the plaint was 
*‘ excess of jurisdiction,” the evidence was that the known 
agent of a nobleman had offered before the suit was filed 
to give £520 for the field (the subject of the action), and 
be went into Court and said he was ready to give it them. 
He (Mr. Daniel), therefore was umable to do mere than 
send the plaintiff to the Court of Chancery, where there 
would be a deal of delay and a deal of expense before he 
could obtain justice. This was a practical denial of justice, 
and it was not a case which would come within the juris- 
diction of atribanal of commerce. Such cases were not 
of unfrequent occurrence, and he had asked himself, not 
theoretically bat practically, this question—Why should 
unlimited jurisdiction be confined to commercial ques- 
tions ? If it was right that it should be applied to 
commercial questions—which he thought it was—it should 
be applied to other civil questions, He quite concurred 
with observations which had been made as to the 
great advantage which a judge would have in pre- 
siding in a eourt of that description, and having the 
assistance of men who understood trade matters. He had 
frequently expressed how much he should feel the ad- 
vantage, upon questions of trade and manufactures which 
came before him, of having the benefit of the information 
which could be so given. In conlusion, Mr. Daniel spoke 
of the Statute of Frauds, and said he confessed that the 
17th section was one which he would part with with very 
great regret. 

Alderman Law said there was a point with reference to 
the Bankruptcy Act to which Mr. Daniel had not alluded. 
A very clever trick was found out soon after it had come into 
operation, that the debtor’s solicitor sent papers round 
asking creditors to appoint him their proxy. He(Alderman 
Law) had once signed one of those papers himself, but he 
—_ that he never should again, nor that anybody else 
we 

Mr. Danrex observed that he did not remark on that 
point because it had been the subject of a special judgment 
he had recently delivered,* and he did not know whether it 
would not be a subject of appeal. He had done what he 
could in his court to put down the practice. 

Mr. Benxexs thanked Mr. Daniel for the lucid and 
veluable lecture he had given them, though he gould not 
say that he agreed with Mt . Daniel on all the points he had 
touched. Mr. UVaniel complained that they asked for com- 
mercial matters unlimited jurisdiction, while they did not 
ask for it in other cases. hey would be very glad, par- 
ticularly if the administration of county courts was in such 
hands as Mr. Daniel's, to accord to those courts the fullest 
and most unlimited jurisdiction in all civil cases. He 
happened tw be in London a few days ago about this very 
basiness of Tribunals of Commerce, and he heard an address 
on the sabject from another county court judge, Mr. Ru 
Kettle, who, on behalf of the Associated Chambers of Com- 
merce, had drawn a very comprehensive bill for the esta- 
blishment of these tribunals, Mr. Kettle’s advice to them was 
to ask for thie bill and nothing elee,—to say that this was a 
trade question which they would have decided by tradesmen, 
and would not have it spoiled by the lawyers. He believed 
that the movement for Tribunals of Commerce had been 
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helped by nobody so much as these two county court judges, 
who had seen in their practice the flagrant injustice arising 
out of the present system. Mr. Kettle had given some 
instances, and they were much obliged to Mr. Daniel for 
having given evidence before the committee that in nearly 
every commercial case that came before him he was sorry 
he could not have two commercial gentlemen at his elbow, 
These Tribunals of Commerce, he believed, were in a fair 
way for being obtained. How necessary, expeditious, and 
cheap their procedure would be, in comparison with the 
present system, was shown by a document which would 
shortly be published, and which stated that two-thirds of 
the cases that came before the higher courts at Westminster 
and Lincoln’s Inn were commercial ones, The estimate of 


the costs—and these, it must be borne in mind, were the - 


taxed costs of one side only, the losers, so that they must be 
doubled to arrive at the actual cost—showed that in actions 
for £1,000 and upwards the costs averaged 8 per cent. ; for 
from £500 to £1,000, 24 per cent.; from £100 to £500, 42 
per cent, ; from £50 to £100, 88 per cent. ; and in actions 
for sums below £50,115 per cent. In an action for a sum 
under £50, the costs averaged about £230. 

Mr. Dante, in answer to some remarks of Mr. Behrens, 
observed that the amount of taxed costs in the Court of 
Chancery in 1871 was upwards of £1,100,000, and that did not 
include the extra costs between attorney and client. He 
also said that from the returns it appeared that four-fifths of 
the administration in bankruptcy was now done in the 
country as against one-fifth in London, while four-fifths of 
the administration of deceased’s estates was necessarily done 
in London. 





MR. TREVELYAN, M.P., ON LAW AND JUSTICE. 


Mr. G. O. Trevelyan, M.P. for the Border Burghs, in 
the course of a speech recently made to a meeting of his 
constituents at Hawick, referred to the national expendi- 
ture. The hon. member said that the army and navy were 
not the only causes of the increased expenditure in England, 
One of the most serious causes was one about whieh we 
heard very little, for this reason, that it was the interest 
of persons who talked and persons who wrote to let people 
hear nothing about it whatsoever. ‘There was no item in 
the estimates which spread corruption deeper through the 
heart of society, as constituted in London, than an item 
which looked upon the face of it very plausible indeed, and 
that was the item “ law and justice.” Forsome time past 
he had regarded this item with great discomfort. That 
feeling had changed into suspicion, and suspicion into 
strong curiosity; and he had recently been looking into 
this matter. In the year when William 4 came to the 
Throne we spent only £570,000 upon law and justice; we 
spent upon it in 1848 £1,900,000; in 1858, £3,000,000, and 
in 1869 £4,600,000, so that we now found ourselves with 
nine times the expenses on law and justice that we had at 
the beginning of the reign of William 4, The reason of 
this was that under the heading of law and justice was 
gathered together all the jobbery of the day. In other 
days people obliged their political friends by granting them 
monopolies and sinecure offices, They could no longer 
give sinecures and monopolies, but they could make peeple 
county court judges—two for every one that was required 
—registrars, taxing-masters, clerks of assizes, &c., 
give innumerable incomes of £1,200, £1,500, and £2,000 a 
year—all under the heading “ law and justice.” The con- 
sequence was that the great families now, instead of, as in 
the old days, sending their younger sons into Parliament 
for the sake of getting a fat sinecure, made them lawyers 
in order that at the age of two or three and thirty they 
might marry comfortably on what was not, indeed, a sine 
cure, but a semi-sinecure of £2,000 a-year, Every two or 
three years we had a complete revision of the bankruptcy 
laws, and whenever they were revised all the lawyers who 
nsed to be engaged under the old system were pensic 
off on their old salaries, and @ new set of lawyers put in to 
carry on the now system, At this momont the land per- 
fectly swarmed with commissioners and registrars of bank- 
raptey, who were out of work, but not out of wages. 





| the legal authorities had been thinking only of the interests 


of the public and of the interest of their own class, a6 6008 
as a county court fell vacant they would have appointed 
one of those legal gentlemen who had nothing to do. I 
stead of doing so, they appointed a new person at a0 6% 
pense of £1,500 or £2,000 a-year to the public, It wa 
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estimated that fully £15,000 a-year was given away in 
that way, and it would have to be made up by compensa- 
tion when a Liberal Government abolished that abuse, 
The reason of this was that in every other department 
except in the case of the law there was a Minister to look 
after it, who was responsible to Parliament. Law was 
left in the hands of lawyers, who had no interest ia making 
it inexpensive, and who took no pride in saving the national 
ket, ‘The person who was really responsible did not 
sit in the House of Commons, but in the House of Lords, 
and the estimate was wrought up by an unfortunate Secre- 
of the Treasury, who was as powerless to correct a 
single item of it as any private member of the House. The 
only means of remedying this was not that individual 
members of Parliament should quarrel with particular 
items of expenditure, but that the country should take the 
matter up, and say, “‘ We will not give our eonfidence to 
a Government that cannot do the business of the country 
for less than sixty millions a-year.” He did not see any 
reason whatever why the next great question of the day 
should not be the question of expenditure. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SPRING CIRCUITS. 
Home.—Cockburn, C.J., and Bovill, C.J. 
Western.—Martin, B., and Bramwell, B. 
Norfolk.—Kelly, C.B., and Blackburn, J. 
Oxford.—Byles, J., and Cleasby, B 
Midland.—Keating, J., and Quain, J. 
Northern.—Mellor, J., and Lush, J. 
North Wales.—Channell, B. 

South Wales.—Grove, J. 
Mr, Justice Willes remains in town. 


EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
Sirrines in Error. 
From Exchequer.—Feb. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8. 
From Common Pleas.—Feb. 9, 10, 12. 
From Queen’s Bench.— Feb. 13, 14, 15, 16. 


= 


The Court of Queen’s Bench this week granted, on the 
application of the justices of the West Riding of York- 
shire,a rule nisi for a mandamus to the Lords of the Trea- 
gury to allow certain items of criminal prosecution costs. 

Mr. Richard Dowse, Q.C., the Solicitor-General for Ire- 
land, has been promoted to the office of Attorney-General, in 
succession to the Right Hon. C. R. Barry, who has suc- 
ceeded the late Mr. Justice George as a judge of the Irish 
Court of Queen's Bench. 

kd was brought into ceurt in order that one of their 
number might be instructed upon the following point of 
law: ‘If T believe that the evidence was one way, and the 
other eleven believe different, does that justify any other 
juryman in knocking me down witha chair ?’’ The judge 
answered in sateet tenes Oh icago Legal News. 

Tus New Irisu Jupcz.—The Right Hon. Charles Robert 
Barry, late Attorney-General for Ireland, who has been ap- 
om fourth Justice of the Court of Queen’s Bench in 
Dublin, in succession to the late Right Hon. John George, 
isthe eldest son of the late James Barry, — solicitor, of 
Limerick, by Ellen, daughter of John Purcell, Esq., of the 
tame place. He was born in 1824, and received his educa- 
tion successively at Dalton’s School, Limerick, at Middleton 

lege, co. Cork, and at Trinity College, Dublin, where he 
obtained first honours in science, and graduated B.A. in 
1845, taking the degree of M.A. in 1862. He was called to 
the bar in Ireland in 1845, and was created a Queen's 
Counsel in 1859. Ho was first Crown Prosecutor for Dublin 
from 1859 till 1865, and Law Adviser from 1865 till July, 
1866, when he retired from office with the Russell adminis- 
tration. He was first returned to the House of Commons 

Dungarvan at the general election in 1865, but was de- 
feated at the general election in 1868, as our readers may 
Temember, by Mr. Henry Matthews, On the for- 
mation of Mr. Gladstone's administration, in December 

that year, he was appointed Solivitor-Genral for 

nd, and was promo to tho Attorney-General- 
thip in 1870, on Mr. Sullivan becoming Master of the Rolls. 

» Justice Barry was married in 1865 to Kate, third 
daughter of the late John Fitzgerald, Esq., of Dublin, and 
sister to Mr. Justice Fitzgerald. 











PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 








Railways. Paid. Closing prices 








id 


Stock} Bristoland Exeter 
Stock Caledonian. ..... see ree see csecee sees 
Stock) Glasgow and South-Wester 
Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Stock) Great Northern ..cscessesseseseees 
ae Ne eS 
Stock! Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock} Great Western—Original 
Stock} Lancashire and Yorkshire 1 
Stock) London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Stock; London,Chatham, and Dover oa ot 
Stock) London and North-Western 
Stock) London and South-Western 
Stock} Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincol 
Stock) Metropolitan.....eccc.sessesse see cesceeee 
Stock) Midland 
tock! Do., Birmingham and Derby 
Stock! North British  ..-.cecscccessessesensseseesoeee 
Stock) North London 
Stock) North Statfordshire. 
Stock) South Devon ... 
Stock’ South-Eastern 
Stock) ‘patf Vale 





GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quorartion, Jan. 19, 1872. 

From the Oficial List of the aciual dusiness transacted. 
8 per Cent, Consols, 92¢ ; Annuities, April, 785 
Ditto for Account, Feb. , 92§ Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92§ Ex Bills, 21000, — per Ct.7 p = 
New 3 per Cent., 923 Ditto, £500, Do —7 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, "94 | Ditto, £100 & £200, — 7pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock, 4% per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 Ct. (last half-year) 243 
Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. = 
india Stk.,10$pCt.Apr.'74,206 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Ditto for ieaes | Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1084 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July,’80 111} Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— ae 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. '88 106; Do.Do 5 per Cent., Aug. '73 102§ 
Ditto,ditto,Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 22 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent.97 | Ditto, ditto, ander £1000, 35 pp 


Money MArkeT AND City INTELLIG™NCE. 


The markets were again firm this week, especially the 
foreign market, in which prices strengthened, until the 
close, when railways experienced a sharp decline. Consols 
also have shown symptoms of weakness, and the foreign 
market has become somewhat dull. The occasion of this 
a weakness is probably that a large number of new 
joint stock concerns, many of them foreign, are just being or 
on the point of being produced. 

The London and River Plate Bank invite subscriptions 
for 15,940 seven per cent. preference shares of £50 each, 
of the Central Uruguay Railway Company of Montevideo, 
upon which a minimum dividend of 7 per cent. per annum 
is secured by the Government of Uruguay Guarantee of 
£700 per annum per statute mile for forty years, attaching 
as each separate section of the line is opened for traffic ; 
and, in the meantime, out of funds retained for the pur- 
pose. These shares are further entitled to equal partici- 
pation with the ordinary shares in the surplus profits, after 
the latter shall have received 7 per cent. The price of 
issue is £38 15s. per share of £50, giving a minimum r- 
turn of upwards of 9 per cent. per annum on the amount 
invested. Interest at the rate of 9 per cent. per annum, 
— half-yearly, on Ist August and Ist February, will 
0 allowed on each instalment from dates of payment 
thereof until the shares are fully paid up, when the 7 per 
cent. interest on the £50 share, evual to 9 per cent. on the 
amount invested, will accrue. The first payment of in- 
terest will take place on August Ist. The company is a 
socidté anonyme for carrying out the concession granted by 
law of congress of the line of railway from Montevideo, 
the capital of the Republic, to Durasno, the chief town and 
principal depot of the interior, forming a central trunk 
railway of 128 miles in length for the State of Uraguay. 
The concession is in perpetuity, The shares are quoted at 
2 to 24 prem, 

The subscription lists for the issue of 18,000 extension 
shares of the Somerset and Dorset Railway Company will 
be closed for both town and country applications on 
Tuesday next, the 23rd instant. ‘The shares are 2 to 2} prem, 
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Messrs. Taylor, Cameron and Co. have issued the pro- 
spectus of the Government Stock Investment Company, 
Limited, capital £1,000,000 in 10,000 certificates, each cer- 
tificate representing five shares of £20 each to be paid up in 
full. The company is established for the purpose of pro- 
viding a safe investment for deposits, and for making ad- 
vances upon the security of British, Foreign, and Colonial 
Government stocks, and guaranteed undertakings, The 
capital of the company will be invested in the stocks or 
obligations of British, Foreign, or Colonial Governments, 
states, provinces, or municipalities, or of railways or other 
public undertakings, guaranteed by any British, Foreign, or 
Colonial government, state, province, or municipality, 
whereby a certain and regular interest can be secured to 
shareholders, thus giving to the small capitalist the advan- 
tages offered by investment in such securities, and which at 
present are only open to the wealthy. Not more than one- 
tenth of the capital will be invested in any one stock or 
guaranteed undertaking. The certificates will have coupons 
attached for half-yearly interest, at 6 per cent. per annum, 
the last half-yearly coupons of each year entitling also to- the 
bonus declared for that year. The certificates may hereafter 
be subdivided into shares at the option ofthe holder. It 
may be mentioned that the shares issued by the Foreign and 
ColonialGovernment Trust, a somewhat similar undertaking, 
are now at a considerable premium. 

Messrs. Chadwicks, Adamson, Collier & Co. have issued 
the prospectus of the Benhar Coal Company (Limited). 
The capital is £200,000, in 20,000 shares of £10 each, of 
which £50,000 is taken by the vendor in part payment of 

> purchase-money of £170,000; and in respect of these 

0,000 shares he will receive no dividend unless the divi- 
dends paid upon the ordinary shares amount to 15 per cent. 
per annum for two consecutive years. This company has 
been formed for acquiring and working the Benhar Coal 
Field, comprising more than 2,000 acres, held in lease by 
Mr. George Simpson, coalmaster, Benhar, Lanarkshire, and ! 
Linlithgowshire, with the pits and mineral plant connected | 
therewith. The mineral field is nearly equidistant between | 
Edinburgh and Glasgow. It is intersected by branches of 
the North British and of the Caledonian Railways; and it | 
is thus in direct connection with the large part of Scotland | 
and the shipping ports served by these railways, and to most 
of the large markets it has two competing railway routes. | 

Messrs. Lumb, Wanklyn & Co. are authorised to receive 
subscriptions for a six per cent. Government loan of 
£1 760,000 nominal capital in bonds of £100 & £500, at 68 
per cent. of the Republic of Bolivia, authorised by Act of 
Congress, and approved by the president of the Republic, 
and redeemable at par by means of an accumulative sinking 
fund of 2 per cent. per annum ; interest at the rate of 6 per 
cent. per annum, payable half-ycarly until redeemed at par, 
will be allowed. The-bonds will be signed by the special 
agent appointed by the Congress of Bolivia, and the diplo- | 
matic representative of Bolivia accredited to Great Britain, 
General Narciso Campero, is commissioned to countersign 
them. The general bond will be deposited in the Bank of 
England, and will include an engagement on the part of 
the Government that no Bolivian tax shall be levied on the 
bonds or their holders under any circumstances whatever. 
‘The prineipal object of the loan is to subsidise the National 
Bolivian Navigation Company, formed under concession 
from Bolivia for the purpose of opening communication 
between the Republic and the Atlantic Ocean. Its natural 
outlet via the Kiver Amazon will thereby be secured to 
Bolivia, a country containing upwards of 2,500,000 inhabi- 
tante, of great fertility and vast mineral wealth, but 
hitherto, by ite geographical position, practically shut out 
from the world’s commerce. 

Messss. Chadwicks, Adamson, Collier & Co. have an- 
pounced that they are authorised to offer 22,000 shares of 
the Australian and Oriental Coal Company (Limited), capital 
LAP) IO), in shares of £10 each. The company is formed 
for the purpose of purchasing the Minmi and New Lambton 
CNierivs at Newcastle, New South Wales, for supplying 
the yorts A India, China, Japan, the Pacific and Australian 
hones, The share list closes on the 23rd for London, and 
On the 2Ath for the country. 








Mr, William A, Bysh, solicitor, nas resigned the town 
clerkship of Lvesham, in Worcestershire, owing to ill- 





health aud advancing age, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATQS. 


BIRTHS. 

CastLE—On Jan. 12, at No. 25, Redcliffe-street, South K en. 
sington, the wife of Edward J. Castle, barrister-at-law, of a 
son. 

Woopv—On Jan. 9, at 5, St. Stephen’s-square, Bayswater, the 
wife of Charles Wood, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at. 
law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

BuLLEN—TowNsHEND—On Jan. 15, at the R.C. Cathedral, 
Plymouth, Thomas Joseph Bullea, Esq., of the Inner 
Temple, to Alice Mary, daughter of Richard Townshend, 
Esq., of Stoke, Devonport. 

RvumseY—Pirrar—On Jan. 11, at Keymer Parish Church, 
Sussex, Almaric Rumsey, Esq., Barrister-at-law, Assistant- 
Solicitor for her Majesty's Customs, to Caroline Mont: 
second daughter of Thomas John Pittar, Esq., late of H.M. 
Customs. 





LONDON GAZETTES, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Farpay, Jan. 12, 1872. 


Sharp, Wm, & Hy Parkinson Sharp, Gresham Houss, Attorneys and 
Solicitors. Jan 1 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Frrpay, Jan. 12,'1872. 
LiMiTED un CHANCERY, 

Mutual Land Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor Little has, by an 
order dated Dec 28, ordered that the above company be wound up 
by the Court of Chancery of the county palatine of Lancaster. Harvey 
& Alsop, solicitors for the petitioners. , 

Tvesnpay, Jan. 16, 1872. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

British Nation Life Assurance Association.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec. 23, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins 
on Jan 26. Mercer & Mercer, Copthall-ct, solicitors for the pati- 
tioners. 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fruiway, Jan. 12, 1872. 

Brown, Joseph, Carlisle, Cumberland. Feb 8. Wise v. Lawson, V.C, 

Malins. Donald, Carlisle 
TvEspDAY, Jan, 9, 1872. 

Burgess, John, St Andrew’s-hill, Doctors’-commons, 
Victualler. Feb 15. Langdon v Burgess, V.C. Bacon. 
Church-ct, Clement’s-lane 

Cook, John, Fitzroy-pl, Kentish-town. Jan 29. Cook wv Leaver, V.C. 
Wickens. Price, Abchurch-lane 

Freebury, Thos, Slater’s Farm, Rodborough, Gloucester, Yeomi. 
Feb 9. Freebury » Freebury, M.R. Kearsey & Parsons, Stroud 

Hunter, Millikin, Lpool. Feb 9, Brealey v Stewart, M.R. Francis & 
Bosanquet, Austin-friars 

Palgrave, Chas Fredk, Bedford, Chemist. Feb 14. Page v Palgrave, 
M.R. Cox & Sons, Cloak-lane 

Ryrie, Donald, Brewer’s Clerk, Feb 25, 
Wickens, Hawks & Co, High-st, Southwark 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
*Last Day of Claim. 
TugspaY, Jan. 9, 1871. 
Fillon, Jas Ellis, Archbishop’s-walk, Lambeth, Gent. March 9, Japp 
Masiey, Edmund, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent. Feb 7. Cottrell, 
irm 
Hey, Wm, Sherburn, York, Gent. Feb 5. Weddall, Selby 
— _— Kingston-upon-Hull, Spioster. March 1. Jackson & 
on, Hu 
John, Mary Ann, Staffurd-rd, Acton, Widow. Feb 1). Brown & Waters, 
Lincoln’s-inn fields 
Kelly, Peter, Burnley, Lancashire, Hawker. March 15. Haworth, 
Nelson, nr Burnley 
Leaf, Wm Ladler, Old Change, Merchant. March 25, Davidsons & Co, 
Basinghall—st 
Marston, Saml, Yardley, Worcester, Gent. Feb 7. Cottrell, Birm 
er Eliz, Southville, Bristol, Widow. March 1, Hobbs & 9, 
risto! 
Powell, Jas. jun, Chichester, Solicitor. March 1, Arnold, Chichester 
Pringle, Cordelia Maria, Southsea, Hants. Feb 25, Kinsey & 
Bloomsbary-p! 
Robinson, Edwd, Billinghurst, Sussex. March 25, Medwin & (, 
Horsham 
Senith, Riché, Brislington, Somerset, Gent. April 30, Hobbs & Co, 


Briato’ 

Smith, Hy Atwell, Southsea, Hants, Esq. March 1, Cookson & 0 
New~-nq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Stevens, Wm, Hilficld Yateley, Hants, Esq. April 6, Wynne & $20, 


TAncoln’s-inn-fielda be Co, 014 Sours 
Lewi 0, ew 
Lewis ‘ 


Licensed 
Smith, 


Monnery o Ryrie, V.C. 


Talbot, Richd, Australia, Butcher, July 5. 

Tasker, Joseph, Wath-upon-Dearne, York, Innkeeper. Feb 6. ’ 
Finebury-circus 

Thompson, Jas, Ramsey, Huntingdon, Grazier. Feb 17. Serjoant & 
Son, Ramacy 

Fuipay, Jan. 12, 1872, 

Askham, Mary, Pocklington, York, Iunkeeper, Fob 1, Powell & White 
head, Pocklington 

Bell, John Smith, Dacre, nr Ripley, York, Flax Spinner. March 4 
Powell, Knaresborough 

Blomefield, Col Geo, Necton Hall, Norfolk, Feb 9, Carthew & (irlings 
Kast Deretian 

burst Jas, Acton Greon, Gont. Yeb1, Brighton, Bishopezaet 

ithout 





Cradito; 
Whi, Herm: 
Rice, 
Nephany, J 
Broughan 


u 


dy, om } 


halettold, 
‘ Cl 


Jan. 20,1872. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 223 





——___ Saidisceauidegplipadltteen <tnctisananeitibtrapenintetiainbatencelhdadinnpiiedieniod ss 
qullaa‘ler, Alex, St Helen’s, Isle of Wight, Esq. Jan 27. Vincent, ) 
Enel sir Alex Thos Cockburn, Albany, King George’s Sound, 
overs ‘Australia, Bart. April 10, Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s- 


ag Stanley, Thurloe-p!, South Kensington, Esq,M.D. Feb 
9 ashurst & Co, Old Jewry ts ; : 
carke Peter, Ashton-in-Mackerfield, La e, Whit tl Jan 
a. Ackerley & Son, Wigan ‘ 
Dirk, Sidney, St John’s Woot-rd. Cricket Bat Maker. Feb 20. Mor- 
gan, Somerset-st, Portman-sq ‘ 
pari, Rev Philip Gibbs, Exeter, Clerk in Holy Orders, March 9. Sole 
ill, Devonport 
By scan Barn, nr Wardle, Lancashite, Farmer. Feb 10. 
Molesworth & March, Rochdale 
- Gev Sead, Lowestoft, Suffolk,Gent. Feb2!. Reeve, Lowestoft 
Graham, Rowland, Carlisle. March 1. Hough, Carlisle 
Hartley, Jas, Penzance, Cornwall, Esq. Feb 19. Rogers 
Iareroes, Jas, Warrington, Lancashire, Draper. Feb 17. Davies & 
k, Warrington 
Javbarn, Philip, Clapham-rd, Gent. March 25, Flavell, Bedford-row, 








mn 
A Alex, Stockport, Chester, Auctioneer. Feb 10. Hyde, 


rt 
tee, Sheffield, Usher. Feb 22. Rodgers & Thomas 
Praagh, Moses Van, Warwick-cres, Paddington, Diamond Merchant. Feb 
99, Harris, Moorgate-st 
pock, Rev Danl, Essex-villas, Kensington. March 1. Arnold, Milton- 
next-Gravesend ¥ 
quot, Peter, Studland, Dorset,Seaman. March9. Belfrage & Middle- 
ton, Bedford-row : 
Thompson, John, Stranton, Durham, Cartwright. Feb 20. Brunton, 
West Hartlepool 
‘twnend, Rev Chas, Kingston-by-Sea, nr Shoreham, Sussex. March 5. 
Samler, Gray’s-inn-sq 
rman, Robt, Nottingham, Gent. March 16. Burton & Co, 


Nottingham a 
Vol, Maria, Mount Vernon, Lpool, Widow. Feb12. Laces &Co, Lpool 


Tuespay, Jan. 16, 1872. 

Bannatyne, Ann Langford, Bristol, Widow. March 1. Livett, Bristol 

Burington, Hon Maria Jane Bowes, Wormsworth, York, Widow. Feb 
§. Gamlen & Son, Gray’s-inn-sq 

Batley, Richd, New Burlington-st, Publisher. March 10. Rivington 
& Son, Fenchnrch-bidgs 

Bickerstaff, John, Preston. Lancashire, Esq. Febl7. Catterall, Preston 

boven, Hy, Kingsdown. Bristol, Gent. March t. Livetr, Bristol 

Cumbers, Wm Hy, Case Donington, Leicester, Gent. Feb 12. 
Robotham, Derby 

(illin, Thos, Woodlesford, nr Leeds, Innkeepar. Marehl. Turner & 
Bilbrough, Leeds 

Coventry, John, Fordingbridge, Hants, Esq. Feb 4. Meynell & Pem- 
berton, Whitehall-pl 

Davis, John, Leicester, Gent. April 10. Owston, Leicester 

Day, Hy, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Iunkeeper. March 25. 
jwhfizld, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Dagmoro, John, Swaffham, Norfolk, Esq. March 1. Hansoll, Norwich 

fiuvilliam, Earl, Right Hon Chas Wm, Weutworth Woodhouse. York, 
March 11. Newman & Sons, Barnsley 

Henierson, John, Newcastle-upon-T'yne, Publican. Feb 14. Elsdon, 
Neweastle-upon-Tyne. 

lyner, Wm Chas, Selsdon rd, Croydon, Esq. March 1. Wansey & 
Bowen, Moorgate st 

Kinister, Geo, Fittleton, Wilts, Farmer. Feb 20. Wilson, Thring and 
Nodder, Salisbury 

imax, John, Rumworth, Lancashire, Gent. Feb12. Ryley, Bolton. 

huh, Eliz, Preston, Salop, Spinster. Feb20, Urry, Ryde. 

Pigh, Robt, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Painter. Feb 20. Urry, Ryde. 

lowe, Joseph, Treluswell, Cornwall, Farmer. Feb 6. Jenkins, Penryn 

Sackell, Mary Goddard, Watford, Hertford, Spinste:r. March 1, 
Wausey and Bowen, Moorgate st 

faith, Adam, Gracechurch st, Merchant. March 1. Hillyer, Fenwick 
inl Stibbard, Fenchurch st 

Fehorp, Rev. Sterling Moseley, Sibton, Suffolk, Clerk in Holy 
Orders, Feb 24. Westhorp, Berners Hall, nr Ongar. 

-} Kdwd Archer, College hill, Esq. Feb 15, Wilde and Co, College 


Vilis, Thos, Dudley, Worcester, Provision and Hop Merchant. March 
% Stokes, Dudley 


Bankrupts. 
Fapay, Jan, 12, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869, 
Croditors must forward their proot of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
Whi, Hermann, Basinghall-st, Warehouseman., Pet Jan 10. Spring- 
» Jan 25 at 11.30 


Stephany, Benj, Crispin-st, Spitalfields, China Dealer, Pot Jan 8, 
Brougham, Jan 26 at 11 


To Surrender in the Country. 
dey, Sila, {i Eastbourne, Sussex, Coachbuilder, Pot Jan 10, Blakor, 
Lewes, Jan 24 at 12 
lefold, Chas, Tranmere, Chester, Liconsed Victualler, Pot Jan} 9, 
Wason, Birkenhead, Jan 23 at 10 
Taey, Thos, jun, Redcar, York, lunkeoper, Pet Jan 8. Crosby, 
Swekton-on-Toos, Jan 23 at 1 : 
k, Daniel, Godmanchester, Hunts, Saddler, Pot Jan 9, Gaches, 
erborough, Jan 27 at 11 
lds, Alfd, Boston, Lincoln, Auctlonoar, Pot Jan  Staniland, 
N, Jan 22 at 2 
Yo Audian, Alfa, Putnoy Grammar School, Schoolmaster, Pet Jan 9 
Willoughby, Wandaworth, Jan 26 at lt 
at Thos, Lpool, Hosier, Pot Jan 10, Watson, Lpool, Jan 93 


Taner, Thos, High-at, South Norwood, Door Retailer, Pet Jan 9 











Wland, Croydon, Jan 26 at 2 


” Tuxspar, Jan. 16, 1872, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their procs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Gill, Spencer C, Catherine-ct, Seething-lane, Corn Merchant. Pet Jan 
13, Roche. Feb 1 atli 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Banks, John Hy, Manch, Ironfounders’ Manager. Pet Jan 13. Kay. 
Manch, Feb ] at 9.30 
Christmas, Robt Denn, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Surgeon. Pet Jan 10. 
Dennis. Northampton, Feb 3 at 3 
Lovett, Geo, Coventry. Warwick, Stationer, Pet Jan 11. Kirby. 
Coventry, Jan 31 at 12 
Palmer, Geo, & Fredk Palmer, Hinckley, Leicester, Hosiery Manufac- 
turers. Pet Jan 12. Ingram, Leicester, Jan 29 at 12 
Pitt, Wm Robt, West Malvern, Worcester, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 6. 
Crisp. Worcester, Jan 23 at 12 
Sanford, Hy, Cheltenham, G1 , Sharebroker. Pet Jan10. Gale. 
Cheltenham, Jan 29 at 11 
Tomlinson, John Taylor, Manch, Dealer in Fustians. Pet Jan 13. Kay. 
Manch, Feb | at 9.30 ‘ 
Trounce, Joseph Hy, Morice Town, Devon, Tailor. Pet Jan li. Pearce 
East Stoneheuse, Jan 31 at 11 
Webster, Richd G, Wentworth, York, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 11. Rodgers. 
Sheffield, Jan 31 at 12 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fatpay, Jan. 12, 1872, 
Chippett, John, Manor Houss. Shacklewell-greer, Saddler. Jan9 
Farmer, Kichd, St John-st, Clerkenwell, Ironmonzer. Jan 10 
Haddiesey, Wm, South Duffield, York, Farmer. Jan 9 
Wareing, Fras, Oswaldtwistle, Lancashire, Grocer. Jan 8 
TourspaY, Jan. 16, 1872. 
Barlow, Edmund Alfd, South Molton-st, Oxford-st, Journeyman Coach 
Plater. Jan 13 
Haifbide, Edwd Joseph, Hounslow, Middx, Draper. Jan 12 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
FarpayY, Jan. 12, 1872, 
Austin, Albert, Well-st. Camberwell, Bootmaker. Jan 24 at 11, at 
offices of Haigh, jun, King-st, Cheapside 
Auty, Jas, East Ardsley, York, Colliery Proprietor. Jan 24 at 2,at 
offices of Harrison & Smith, Chancery-lane, Wakefield 
Barker, John, Manch, Ironmonger. Jan 25 at 3, at office of Sutton & 
Elliott, Brown-st, Manch . 
Barrett, Edwd, Exeter, Grocer. Jan 23 at 11, at the White Lion Hotel, 
Sidweli-st, Exeter. Floud, Exeter 
Bartle, Wm, Bradford, Stuff Merchant. Jan 26 at 3, at office of Brown- 
ing. Queensgate, Bradford 
Bell, Wm Moncrieff, Lpoo!, Draper’s Assistant. Jan 25 at 12, at offices 
of Gibson & Boliand, South John-st, Lpool. Fowler, Lpool 
Bowley, Wm, Worcester, Grocer. Jan 19 at 11, at office of Simmons, 
Bennett’s-hill, Birm 
Cannon, Hy Wm, Taunton, Somerset, Draper. Feb 1 at 12, at offices 
of Reed & Cook, Paul-st, Taunton 
Cave, Chas Sam!, Wolveriampion, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 
25 at 3, at offices of Stratton, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 
Chappell. Fredk Patey, Golden-sq, Gent. Feb 7 at 3, at offices of Lewis 
& Co, Old Jewry 
Child, Jas Joseph, & Wm John Hinde, Euston-rd, Japanners. Jan 31 
at 1, at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham-st. Clarke & Co, Cule- 
man-st 
Chitty, Chas, Liss, Southampton, Grocer. Jan 23 at 4, at the Dolphin 
Hotel, Petersfield. King, Union-st, Portsea 
Clarke, Geo Edmund, Clayton West, York, Innkeeper. Jan 27 at 1, at 
the Globe Inn, High Hoyland 
Collins, Edwd, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Painter. Fed3 at 12, at offices 
of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 
Collins, Thos, Norbiton, Sarrey, Bailder. Jan 23 at 3, at offices of 
Hume & Co, King’s Arms-yd, Moorgate-st. Salaman, King-st, Cheap- 
side 
Davies, John Cann, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 22 at 11, at 
office of Hartland, Rutiand-st, Swansea 
Dean, Hy, Church Coppenhall, Chester, Carter. Jan 29 at 11, at office 
of Cooke, Temple chambers, Oak-st, Crewe Town 
De Groot, Maurice Alex, Birm, Importer, Jan 24 at 12, at offiees of 
Griffin, Beunett’s-hill, Birm 
Edwards, John, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Flour Dealer, Jan 26 at ll, at 
the Prince Albert Hotel, Bangor. Williams, Carnarvon 
Elliston, Frede Holmea, Southampton, Auctioneer, Jan 33 at 12, at 
oftice of Leigh, Portland-st, Souchampton 
Emery, John, Gray’s-inn-rd, Builder, Jan 22 at 12, at offices of Coward 
Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. Reed & Lovell, Basinghall-st 
Ferneyhough, Geo, Birm, Butcher, Jaa 23 at 3, at offices of Parry, 
Bennett’s-hill, Birm 
Frankel, Jacob, Sunderland, Durham, Picture Dealer. Jan 25 at 12, 
at offices of Fallows, Cherry-st, Birm 
Gittins, Chas, Newtown, Montgomery, Flannel Manufacturer, Jan 2 
at 2, at offices of Williams & Gittins, The Bank, Newtown 
Harrison, Geo, Derby, Grocer, Jau 23 at 12, at oftices of Potter, AU 
Saints’-chambers, lrongate, Derby 
Hartley, Geo, Llangollen, Denbigh, Brewer, Jan 20 at 2, at the Roya 
lote!, Llangollen, Minshali 
Harvey, Wm, Lye, Worcester, Bootmaker, Jan 27 at 11, at offices of 
Clalow, High-st, Brierley-hill 
Hathaway, Joseph, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, House Builder, Jan 22 
at 3, at oftice of Bell, Lambton-st, Sunderiand 
Hayward, Goo Goddard, Carlisle, Cumberland, Uphoisterer, Jan 2 at 
11, at office of Donald, Castie-st, Carliste 
Hendra, Christovher, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Greengrocer, Jan 24 at 
3, at eftice of Tennant, Hanley 
Hitehins, Hy, Southsea, Hants, Gent, Jan 24 at Ll, at the Sasex 
Hotel, Landport, Barrow, Walbrook 
Hodgson, Jas, Jas Rees, and John Rather, Southport, Ballders. Jan 26 
at d, at office of Fowler, Clayton-sq, Lpool 
Hopkina, Thos John, Cramersrd, Brixtonerd, Goach Tater, Jan 29 at 
2, at office of Oldreive, Berners-st, Oxfori-st 
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Hopper, Joseph, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. Jan 23 at 12, at offices 
of Keenlyside & Forster, St.’ John’s-chambers, Grainger-st West, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Hulme, Thos, Lpool, Hairdresser. Jan 23 at 2, at office of Mingaud, 
Lime-st, Lpool 

Huntingdon, Thos, Lpool, Corn Dealer. Jan 24 at 2, at offices of Etty, 
Lord-st, Lpool 

Hunwick, Fredk, Layer-de-la-Haye, Essex, Grocer. Jan 24 at 3, at 
offices of Jones, Butt-rd, Colchester 

Jackson, Joseph, Sheffield, Grocer. Jan 26 at 12, at offices of Binney & 
Sons, North Church-st, Sheffield 

Johnston, John Alex, and Gustaf Ehrenreich Roos, Leadenhall-st, Comm 
Merchants. Jan 30 at 3, at the Corn Exchange Tavern, Mark-lane. 
Willoughby & Cox, Clifford’s-inn 

Jones, Abiathar, Middlesborongh, York, Grocer. Jan 94 at ll, at 
offices of Hudson, High-st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Kent, Wm Hy, Lpool, Clothier. Jan 25 at 3, at 9, York-st, Manch. 
Martin, Lpool 

Last, John, Lawshal!, Suffolk, Woodman. Jan 24 at 11, at the Angel 
Hotel, Bury St. Edmunds. Walpole, Bury St. Edmunds 

Law, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford. File Manufacturer. Jan 20 at 11, 
at offices of Langman, Queen-st. Wolverhampton 

Levin, Joseph, Lpool, Outfitter. Jan 26 at 2,at offices of Etty, Lord- 
st, Lpool 

Le Perrier, Paul Constance, Butolph-lane, Merchant. Jan 22 at 12, at 
office of Sparham, St Benet-pl, Gracechurch-st 

Loveridge, Geo Stapie, Southampton, Pastry Cook. Jan 23 at 12, at 
office of Killby, Portland-st, Southampton 

Lingard, Joseph, Manch, Hardware Merchant. Feb 1 at 3, at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch. Duckworth, Manch 

Madgen, Wm, Bardon Mill, Haltwhistle, Northumberland. Woollen 
Manufacturer. Jan 26at 1, at office of Carrick & Co, Haltwhistle 

Maitland, Wm, Conduit st, Old Bond-st, Tailor. Jan 29 at 2, at the 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham-st. Peacock & Goddard, South-sq, 
Gray’s-inn 

McCormick, David. Oswestry, Salop, Hosier. Jan 23 at 12, at the 
Green Dragon Hotel, Eastgate-st, Chester 

Mills, Alfred Edwd, Darby End, Worcester, out of business. Jan 25 at 
11, at offices of Shakespeare, Church-st, Oldbury 

Mitchell, Chas, Wroxham, Norfolk, Farmer. Jan 19 at 12, at office of 
Bailey, Surrey-st, Norwich 

Moon. John, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. Jan 31 at 11, at offices of 
a & Co, Albert-rd, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, Middles- 

rough 

Nicholls, Geo Goss, Piymouth, Devon, Ironmonger. Feb 8 at 11, at 
— a & Almond, George-st, Plymouth. Rooker & Co, 

iymout 

Nicholson, Thos, South Hyiton, nr Sunderland, Durham, Mannfacturer. 
Jan 26 at 12, at office of Bell, Lambton-st, Sunderland 

Nuthall, Benj, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Baker. Jan 26 at 12, at offices of 
Nurse & Son, St. James-st, King’s Lynn 

Peder. Wm, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Umbrella Manufacturer. Jan 25 at 2, 
at office of Merrils, Church-st, Cardiff 

Powell, John. Blaenavon, Monmoath, Innkeeper. Jan 26 at 3, at offices 
of Lioyd, Park-ter, Pontypool 

Redman, Wm Edmond, Longton, Stafford, Joiner. Jan 25 at 2, at the 
Copeland Arms Hotel, Stoke-npon-Trent. Welch, Longton. 

Keynolds, Geo, & Chas Kidson, Greencrott, Bilston, Stafford, Galvanizers. 
Feb 3 st 11, at office of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 

Eobinson, Geo Thos, West Malling, Kent, out of business. Jan 25 at 2, 
at offices of Norton & Son, Earl-st, Maidstone. 

Rowe, Wm, Hartlepool, Durham, Baker. Jan 31 at 3, at office of Bell, 
Cuureh-st, West Hartlepool 

Samuel, John Robt, Lianfairfechan, Carnarvon, Shopkeeper. Jan 24 at 
3, at office of Jones, Market-pi, Conway 

Samuel, Lewis, Manch, Jeweller. Jan 25 at 3, at office of Hardy, St 
James’s-8q, Manch 

Schazp, Liepman Hyman, Green-st, Bethnal-green, Grocer. Jan 31 at 
2, at office of Jenuings, Leadenhall-st 

Seago, Sami, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Fish Merehant. Jan 29 at 12, at 

_ oBice of erton, Queen-st, Gt Yarmouth 

Santer, Sami, Brushfield-st, Bishopsgate, Hat Manufacturer. Jan 31 at 
2. at office of BSoiomon, Finsbury-p 

Simovson, Thos, Eccieshall, Mafford, Tzilor. Jan 30 at 2,at the North 
Western Hotel, Stafford. Kob & Dempster, Eccieshall 

Smith, Alfa Jas, & Jas Proctor, jan, Burnley, Lancashire, Heald 
Maoufacturers. Jan 27 at J1, at office of Hartley, Nicholas-st, Burniey 

Sopwirth, Bobt, jan, Falmouth, Cornwall, Ship Chandier. Jan 25 at 
2, at office of Jenkins, Post Office-bicgs, Faimouth 

Stubbs, Wm, Leek, Stafford, Wheelwrigut. Jan 25 at 1), at offices of 
Sutten, 

Sutton, Edwin, Kegent-st, Photographic Artist. Feb 1 at 3, at office of 
Lawrance & Co, O14 Jewry-chambers 

Teare, Lawd, Belford, Lancashire, Joiner. Jan 24 at 3, at office of 
Dackworth, Brown-st, Manch 

Walmsley, Goo Wm, Barusiey, York, Yrovision Dealer. Jan 27 at 11, 
et office of Dibb, Kegent-st, Barnsley 

Walter, Job, Crowborough, Sussex, Wood Dealer. Jan 24at 10, at the 
Kaliwey Hotel, Kothertield. Veimer 

W ieeler, John, Bisenavon, Monmouth, Grover. Jan 24 at 12.20, at the 
Queen's Hotel, Bridge st, Vaneowell, Newport, Catheart, Newport 

Turspar, Jan. 16, 1672. 

Abe, Geo Lary & Ldmunds, Saffolk, School Tutor, Janu lat 12, at 
the Angel Hotel, Bary % FAmuods. Salmon & Bon 

Ateme, Arther, Hanley, Swofford, Mover. Jan 26 at 3, at 34, Cheap- 
tide, Havicy. Tennavt, Haviey 

AGGy, Vas, Saeed, Iron Merchant, Jan 26 wt 12, at office of Tatter- 
bhai, Queen-st, Sbefiield 

hres, dovn, Derby, Dyer. Jani at li,et fees of Mocdy, Corn- 
warnet, Deroy 

Asuvy. Lott Lamb, Rorthamyton, Grocer, Jan 41 at 3, at the Chamber 
a Usomerce, Bortomnayon. Heneman, Sorthamyton 

kaiey, Vanes, W inguns, Saloy, botcner. Jan 29 at 12, ot offices of 
Marcy, Whiner, Weiogun 

bkeus, At, ticommnh, Lore, lelior, dan W at 12, at the King’s Head 
joe, Kichssynd 

were), Joun Wm, Exe, Lor Manotacturer. Jan 27 at 12, ot the 
Vie te), Cathetral-y6, bxeter, Yiud, Uxeter 








Bramley, Wm, Arnold, Notts, Farmer. Feb | at 12, at offices of Hunt 
& Son. Weekday Cross, Nottingham 

Brown, David, Kirkdale, nr Lpool, Masier Mariner. Jan 26 at 2, a 
office of Bateson & Co, Castle-st, Lpool 

Brown, Wm, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler, Jan 3) 
at 1, at offices of Harris & Taylor, High-st, Merthyr Tydfil. White, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Chapman, Geo, Lawrence-hill, Gloucester, Painter. Jan 25 at 19, at 
offices of Clifton, Corn-st, Bristol r 

Clark, Thos, High-st, Camden Town, Provision Dealer. Feb 7 at 2, 
offices of Cam, Fenchurch-st 

Cook, Aaron, Gt James-st, Marlebone, out of business. Jan 31 atl} 
at oftices of Smediey, Chancery-lane . 

Davidson, Walter, Gateshead, Durham, Miller. Jan 30 at 2, at offices o¢ 
Bush, St Nicholas-bldgs, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Dowsing, Wm, tristol. Cabinet Maker. Jan 24 at 11, at offices of Ayre, 
Bristol-chambers, Nicholas-st, Bristol 

Dyson, Hy Thos, Shetfield, Attorney-at-law. Jan 25 at 12, at office of 
Tattershall, Queen-st, Sheffield 

Durrant, Chas Thos Debenham, City-rd, Finsbury, Estate Agent. Jap 
29 at 1, at otfices of Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark 

Fowler, Geo, Oxcroft, Derby. Farmer. Jan 29 at 3, at the Cutlers’-hall 
Sheffield. Broomhead & Co : 

Goulding, Thos Carter, Gloucester, Bookseller. Jan 27 at 12, at offiaas 
of Jaynes, Clarence-st, Gloucester 

Green, Jas, Yardley, Worcester, out of business. Jan 26 at 3, at offices 
of Parry, Bennett's-hil!, Birm 

Greener, Hannah, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Jan 26 at 12, at offices 
of Kidd & Co, Royal Arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Harrison, Hy. Hulme, Manch, Boot Top Manufacturer. Jan 29 at 12, 
at offices of Thompson, Oxford-chambers, Oxford-st, Manch 

Heaselden, John, Hulme, Lancashire, Grocer. Feb | at 11, at offices of 
Ritson, John Dalton-st, Manch 

Howard, Thos Jordan, Thetford, Norfolk, Carpenter. Jan 29 at 2, at 
the Royal Hotel, Market-pl, Norwich. Salmon & Son 

Hughes, Robt, Birm, Machine Marufacti . Jan 25 at 3, at offices of 
Mathews & Smith, Waterlooest, Birm 

— Moritz, Lpool, Clothier, Jan 30 at 2, at offices of Etty, Lord-st, 

poo! 

Jackson, Jas, Oldham, Lancashire, out of business. Jan 31 at 3, at office 
of Rylance, Essex-st, Manch 

Jones, Hy Wm, Wardour-st, Oxford-st, Glass Dealer. Jan 29 at 11, at 
offices of Crump, King-st, Cheapside 

Kay, Thos Young, 1 Auctioneer. Jan 24 at 2, at offices of Meadows. 
& Crang, Dale-st, Lpool 

Kimbeli, Fredk, Sandringham-rd, Dalston, Baker. Jan 30 at Il, at 
offices of Ingle & Co, Threadneedle-st 

Lewis, John, Shrawley, Worcester, Farmer. Jan 2y at 3, at office of 
Guest, Church-st, Kidderminster. Saunders, jun 

Lierbermann, Paul, Mincing-lane, Merchant. Jan 26 at 3, at office of 
Mason, Gresham-st 

Luxton, John, Threadneedle-st, Corn Comm Agent, Feb 1 at 2, at 
offices of Couper & Co, George-st, Mansion-house. Thomas & Hol- 
lams, Mincing-lane 

Macfarlane, Sarah, Usk, Monmouth, Hotel Keeper. Jan 29 at 2.30, at 
office of Gibbs, Commercial-st, Newport. Williams, Monmouth 

Mann, Sam], Kennington Park-rd, Lambeth, no occupation. Jan 2% at 
1, at 82, Rochester-row, Westminster. Smyth 

McKenna, Peter, Wigan, Lancashire, Grocer’s Assistant. Jan 29 at 
11, at offices of France, Churchgate, Wigan 

Palmer, Benj Arthy, Leieester, Hatter. Jan 30 at 1, at offices of Owston, 
Friar-lane, Leicester 

Porter, Isaac, Stourbridge, Worcester, Hatter. Jan 27 at 12, at offices 
of Clulow, High-st, Brierley-hill 

Potter, John Albert, Tonyrefail, Liantrissant, Glamorgan, Licensed 
Victualler. Jan 19 at4, at offices tof Alexander, Institute-chambers, 
Pontypridd 

Proctor, Edwin, Handsworth, Stafford, Brewery Agent. Jar. 29 atl, 
at office of Allen, Union-passage, Birm 

Ridgway, Wm, Winslow, Buckingham, Butcher, Jan 30 at 11, at the 
Elephant and Castle Hotel, Linslade. Shepherd, Luton 

Sheepwash, Wm, Whitstable. Kent, Barge Owner, Jan 26 at 12,at 
offices of Sankey & Co, Castle-st, Canterbury 

Shephera, Geo, Kingston Bagpuize, Berks, Baker. Jan 26 at 3, at the 
house of Shepherd, Kingston Kagpuize. Jotcham, Wantage 

Skinner. Thos, Bristol, Hat Manufacturer. Jan 24 at 2, at offices of 
Collins, jan, Broad-st, Bristol. Beckingham, Bristol 

Slater, Cyrus, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Draper. Jan 29 at 3, at offices of 
Atkinson & Co, Norfolk-st, Manch 

Smith, Thos, Crewe, Cheshire, Labourer. Jan 3l at 2, at the Royal 
Hotel, Crewe. Cooke, Middiewich 

Soyland, Tonnes, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor, Jan 29 at 2, at the 
George Hotel, St George’s sy, Huddersfield, Summers, Hull 

Stimson, Anthony, Weybridge, Surrey, out of business, Feb 6 at li, at 
office of Greaves, Essex-st, Strand 

Sutton, Mary, Taunton, Somerset, Stationer. Jan 26 at 12, at offices of 
Trenchard, Upper High-st, Taunton 

Stephens, Wm, Brynmawr, recon, Draper. Jan 30 at 2, at the Board 
of Health Office, Brynmawr. Oox & Co, Brynmawr 

Whitbread, Jas, Clophiil, ved,ord, Agricultural Machine Maker. Jaa 
2 at 3, at the Rose Inn, High-st, bedford. Marshall, Lincoln’s-ian- 
fields 

Wilkins, John Moore, Galmington, Wilton, Somerset, Innkeeper. Jao 
26 wt 12, atomces of Meed & Cook, Paul-et, Taunton 

Winseom, Edwin, st Leonard’s-on-Bea, Sussex, Bookseller, Feb 12 # 
12, at offices of Izard & Betts, Kastchenp, teed & Lovell, Basinghali-st 

Wormald, John, Wych-st, Burand, Guomaker, Jan 20 at 2, ab oftices of 
Cobb, Lincoin’s-lnn-fields 

Wynne, Joho, Stafford, Boe Mannfacturer. Jan 29 at 3, at the Swao 
Hotel, Stafford. Morgan, Stafford 

Yarrow, Win Hy, & Wm Joseph Adkin, Wilson at, Finsbury, Druggist 
fundrieemen, Jan 26 at 2, at offices of Learoyd & Learoyd, South # 
Vinebur 

Young, Thos, Oldham, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. Jan 29 at 4, a the 
Mitre Hotel, Manch, Olark, Vidbam 

Young, Wm, Newark-apon-T'rent, Notts, Miller, Feb 6 at 12, at the 
Clinton Arms, Newark-upon-l'rent, ‘Toynbeo & Larkon 
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